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CHAPTER |

I NTRODUCTION

Currently there is intense concern about the adequacy of the
preparation provided for teachers through existing programs of teacher
education, There is dissatisfaction with teacher preparation in
general, a feeling that the substance of professional educaticn has
been only superficially identified; that such subszance is poorly
organized; that the content and procedures frequently have no demon-
strable relevance to the acts of teaching.

The existence of these conditions is explained in part by the
practice of generating teacher education curriculum and method on

logical grounds without explicit reference to a clear urniderstanding of

teacher behavior in the classroom. Future improvement in educational

B
F<

practice is likely to be proportional to the success of efforts to

e

develop a common core of professional substance directly reiasted to

teaching peiformance skills,

it is far more simple to identify a problem that exists than

it is to devise a plan ¥ action to do something about iy, There is
no formula available on which educational improvenwent can proceed with

assurance of success. In the search for better ways of advancing

ek 2)

knowledge, certain arbitrary definitions must be Impiosd by those who
assume responsibility for conducting needed research. Assuming that

the classification of knowiedge represents the imposition of some schema,
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derived by human beings, on a selected body of content chosen from a
larger available body of knowledge, and that the bases for derivation
and selection relate to certain philosophical ccnceptions, it is im-

mediately apparent that there is no one route to improvement. The

ettt £ &2 . LI
I ) L 9

ion © wst rest tiaiiy on the face

validity of the arbitrary inclusions and exclusions and in the process
selected. |

A first essential step is to identify a focal concept that
might provide a base for the disciplined study and development of edu-
cation. What concept holds promise for yielding a base for the sub;cance
of teauner education which is demonstratively relevant to actual tezach-
ing? The nea}ly 5elf~evident response is--the teaching task itseif!
It is recogrized that past efforts to analyze the job of the tea:her
have not provided sufficient content for teacher education, but these
partially unsatisfactory results may- have derived from thzs vantage

point employed to analyze th:z job of the teacher rather than from any

‘nherent weakness in the notion that the teaching task should provide

:e!evant cues to the substance of teacher education.

One of the major difficulties to be overcome is the identifica-
tion of those behaviors in classroom teaching which can form a foundation
for the development of teacher education programs. Smith has stated,

The question of what knowledge is relevant to the centrol of teaching
behavior is an empirical one, because teaching is a natural socia!
Phenomenon. !t has its own forms, its own constituent elements, its
own regularities, and "ts own problems. |t takes place under a
stable set of conditions--time limits, authority figures, systems of
knowledge, social structures, psycholog:ca. capacities, etec, {if we
would understand teaching and thereby gain control over it, we must
first study it in its own right. (Smith, 196}, p. 2.)

Ahsuming this position to be valid, it seems -zasonable to believe that
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critical teacher behavicrs can be identified and translated into specific
curricular experiences necessary for their development.

Teacher behavicrs or teaching performance tasks are set forth as
the vantage point and the focal point for this research effort. The
approach is based on what teachers do--the kinds of behaviors they ex-
hibit when engaged in the acts of teaching. The purpose of the approach
was to develop operational definitions of such acts and to develop a
taxonomy of teacher behaviors.,

A variety of scholars have studied the dynamic interactions
which exist between a number of aspects of the teaching~learning
situation and the teacher. Recent advances in research or classroom
behavior have provided a base on which the classification and description
of teacher behaviors can be projected. The fact that “hese studies have
been successful in delineatirg selected, though sometimes rarrowly de-
fined, facets of the classrcom situation indicates that a combination of
those researches, their finlings, and their viewpoints might produce a

knowledge sy-thasis embodying the advancas made by the separate studies,

A synthesis might provide 2 more complete unaarstanding of teacher behavior

than can be derived from any single effort. This project attempted to
develop a taxonocmy of teucher classroom behaviors ba.ad on the resuits of
the seversl individual research efforts conducted Both within teacher
education and in closely allied discipiines. The value of such an under=
taking is that this synthesis ultimately might have important implications
for the development of a content and approach in programs of teacher edu-
cation that would be more relevant to the acts of teaching. Only after

an identification and description of essential teacher performance

behaviors has been made, can their translation into specific curricular

T T T T O T




experiences basic to the development of teaching skill by prospective
teachers become possible. |

This study was an attemot to develop a means for describing all
observable teacher behaviors. |t was procedural and descriptive in
nature, not introspective or evaluative. No attempt was made to analyze
a given teaching apprcach. The effort did not give attention tc such
factors as conce#ticns about effectiveness or desired dimensions of
teaching. Rather the study was undertaken *o develop and validate in-

strumentation that cculd be emploveu in future research efforts in

gaining knowledge and underccanding about the phenomenon of teaching.

The Gbjectives of the Study
The centra cbjective of the study was to develop a taxonomy for
the classification of teacin v classroom behavior. More specifically,
the purposes were:

(1) To describe and synthesize the efforts which have been made
in the field of =ducation in analyzing teacher classroom
behavior.

(2) To develop a taxonomy of teacher classroom behaviors which
accounts for the cobservable dimensions of interaction in

the classroom.

(3) Tu test empirically the sufficiency of the taxonomy.
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CHAPTER it
AMALYSIS OF KELATED RESEARCH

While the art of teaching is of ancient lineage, a systematic
approach toward gaining understanding of the nature and complexities
of teaching is still lacking. Today, conceptions abtout teaching
consist essentiaily of scattered ideas, theoretical speculations
about teaching and learning, pedagogical opinion and folklore, and
untested assumptions about the function of the teachsr in classrooms.
Historically, any field of human endeavor has develcped only as re=
search findings and empirical knowledge provided a foundation on which
to-build. Efforts to erxamine selected aspects of the educative process
abound and have core so for many years, but how, if at all, do these
efforts relate to the development of an adequate understanding of
teaching? There is no one accepted explanatory theory of teaching or
any satisfactofy set of models to conceptualize teaching and its ef-
fect upon learning.

No approach to research on teacking has been used more persis-
tentlyduring the last fifty years than the analysis of teacher personality
characteristics and their relationship te teaching effectiveness.
Studies falling into this category are so numerous that individual

description and veporting is impossible. Two excelient bibliographies
by Domas and Tiedeman {1950) and Barr (1961) report well over 1,000

5
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%Q such studies. After years of extensive effort to relate teachsr

;: personality traits to teaching, most of the results stiil remain in a
" theoretical state. Additional revinement and verification wouid be

? requi red before the conceptual and experimental limitations of this

1’ type of research could be overcome.

;@ Ryans' (1960) massive Teacher 6haracteristics Study represents
?f a more recent effort to understand teacher performance skills. While
?‘ this work aroused great interest in the study of teachers and teaching,

it did not provide the essential basic concepts around which the long-
range development of a science of teacihing could be constructed.

After an analysis of numerous studies of teacher characteristics,

<o

Getzels and Jackson (1963) concluded:

Despite the critical importance of the problem and a hsif-
century of prodigious research effort, very little is known
for certain about the nature and measurement of teacher per-
5 sonality, or about the relation between teacher personality

f and teaching effectiveness. The regrettable fact is that many
" of the studies so far have not produced significant results.
Many cthers have produced only pedestrian findings. For ex-
ample, it is said after the usual inventory tabulation, that

, good teachers are frierdly, cheerful, sympathetic, and merally
7 virtuous rather than cruel, depressed, unsympathetic and
moraily depraved. But when this has been said, not very much
that is especially useful has been revealed. For what con-

, ceivable human interzcticn--and teaching implies first and

. foremost a human iateraction--is not the better if people in-
; volved are friendly, cheerful, sympathetic, and virtuous
rather thar the opposite? What is needed is not research

> leading to the reiteration of the szalf-evident, but %o the
discovery of specific and distinctive features of teacher

by e A

%5 personality and of the effective teacher. (p. 574.)

3 Other efforts have been focused on school organizétional factors;
) sociologists have contributed concepts of role in describing individual

) behavicor within social systems; psychologists have documented the im-

AR

vi portance for learning of such concepts as retention or transfer cf

} cognitive structures. Most of the research of this type has not 23
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yet beer concerned directly with teacher behevi<r, Rather, it hss

deait almost axclusively with learning materials or content and be-

s EaR

havior of individuals in groups. Thus, it is necessary to extrapolate
from such research any inferences about teacher behavior.

Within the past decade or so there hss been & shift in the

ovE e

direction of educationai research on the part of some investigators.

The focus of inquiry has become, for them, what actualily hemssns in

e

ciassrooms and attempts have been made tc describe, thiough systemztic
analysis, what a teacher does and how h2 behaves while teacking.
Several groups have viewed teacher behavior in terms of roles played
and functions performed. They are interested primarily in what ¢oss
on in ciassrooms when teachers and students are face to facs, Lareful
examination of these factors are crucial in gaininrg an underscanding
of educaticonal processes.

Since interest in descriptive vesearch on teaching has besn

initiated, several experimental studies that involve che observation

e 28 o9 g P

of classroom teaching have rzsulted in the develomment of instruments
for the analysis of teacher behaviur., The result is that there is

”

now available a variety of instruments for aralyzing a teacher’s
classroom behavior. While these studies a1l refiect; in some wavs,
a2 conmon research orientation, they also tend to differ widely in
other aspects. The instruments reflect the investigator's philo-
sophical, psychological, and/or sociological orientation. Teaching

behaviors are categerized in different ways depending upon what ¢he

individual researcher holds to be important about teacihing. Each

BAS BES OB SN B  m

has an implied theory instruction although that theory is se(dom

-

rresented in explicit terms.
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The common perception shared by ail of the recent investi-

getors of teaching bekavior is that increased understanding of the

-

processes of teaching can be galned by observation o7 the classroom

in action. This common perception does not preciude, however, radical

e

di fferencns In such variszblies as whkich teacher hehaviars ware ob-
served and recorded, the subject matters being taught, the grade
level ohserved, conditions within classrooms used for data gathering,
absgrvitional procedures, and techniques or methodologies employed
in the processes of tmaching. The decisions made by the scverai
investigators about hese variables refiect the basic interests and
corcerns of those who made them. Therefore, it is impossible at the
present time to integrate the reszarch efforts into any one adequate
syetem for the cbservation and classification of tzacher behaviors.
Systems of classification developed thus far can be divided
roughiy iate three major categories--(1) those dealing with psycho-
legical climate or classroom interaction; (2) those dealing with
attempts to measure cliassroom behavior per se, to describe quanti-
tatively what goes on .n classrooms; and, {3) those dealing with
substantive objectives or cognitive aspects of teaching-learaing.
Wnile there is a degree of overiap among the studies %o be discussed,

they will be aralyzed within this 3rouping with the recognition that

e &8 N O % O o) o R B

overlap exists.

Studies of Psychological Climate
Historically, teacher leadership in the classroom has been

conceptualized with respect tc polarized models, dominative versus

me &85 SX

integrative, authoritarian wersus democratic, teacker-centered versus
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learner-centered, direct versus indirect, Pruceeding from the early

studies of Anderson and Lippitt and White to rhe more definitive work

of Withall and Flanders, efforts have been devoted increasingly towsrd !

IR RN S8 @D
w

identi fying and analyzing teaching styles that are observable in the
classroom. Through the use of various approaches, resear: iers have

been aile to measure more precisely certzin teacher verbal bhehaviors.
Although instruments are available which yield greater precision to

the appraisal of teacher behavior empirically, the polarization of
tzaching styles remains on a theoreticazl level. But why should

teacher behavior be dichotomized theoretically and classified empirically
into an either/cr model of behavior? Realizing that teaching is a2 com-

plex process, thern teaching style is also complex and therefore subject

R MR SR A S

to the many variables which effect changes in teacher-learner behaviors. <
it is reasonable to assume that time allocated for a iesson, the

particular instructional goals for the lezson, the inmediate pupil

respense pattern, and all the varied conditicns which are functional

to the dynamics of a classroom come into play, changing the modal

teaching pattern. Therefore, variability within the modal tes ching

style may te a component of feaching in action although the degree of

R ) MR S8 S

flexibility varies with individual teachers. One might zpeculate that
a teacher wno uses indirect and cirect teaching strategies may deviate L7
g significantly from his normative behavior if the immediate situation
ﬁg demands & change in teaching behavior in order to accompliish the in-
ii . structional goals of a particular lesson or at a particuiar time. : ;~
The dimension of teacher classroom behavior referred to here :ﬁ;

as psychological, or classroom climate, has received mora attention e

than perhaps any other facet of classroom interaction. There are
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differences in the terms applied to this dimension as defined by the

st
—-—

various investigators. But there is litile question that each of the gg if

studies refers o a similar and sometimes identical dimension of be- i ;%Z
havior which can be measured reliably. Most of thase efforts iizve §§ g;ﬁ
grown out of a concern for the ?deztifigatien of effective teacher N

behaviors or the social psy:hologist's interest in the process of

£ )
o e
«

L e

interaction within the classroom.

Classrocm Climate.--The choice of observational procedure

used by an investigator sither limits or expands the degree of com-
plexity of a system for the analysis of classroom behavior and thus,

limi ts or expands the amount of data collected in a given study, Most

~
. #

IS

of the studies of <lassroom c!imate have used direct observationai pro- <
H ¥ - L3 > ‘%ﬁi‘

cedures in selected classrooms where teaching is going on and, therefoie, 7

restrict the basic source of data to the verbal behaviors of teachers.

o
b0
K]

Written records of teacher statements or on-the-spot categorization of §f{

teacher behavicrs empicying some instrument have supplied the data in

o el
so?

the majority of these investigations. 3:
Most of the studies of psychoiogical climate t-ace their ?%?

origin to the work of Anderson (1945, 1946, 1959) and kis colleagues

whara classroom climate was defined in terms of the dorinative or inte-

e 3
0

grative acts of the teacher. Two major hypotheses resulted from these

efforts. The hypothesis of the growth circle which states thit socially

ome
oo

integrative behavior in one persor tends to induce socia’ly integrative

behavior in others, and the hypothesis of the vicious circle which

]
~(

statas that dominrative behavior in one person tends to incite domination

, .
and resistance in others. Research over several years led to these ,i 1
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Integrative behavior in one child induced integrative behavior )
in the companion, domination incited domination, integration .o
and domination were psychologically different. (1959, p. 132)

The data confirmed the hypothesis that integration in the B
teachker induces integrative behavior in the child. Moreover, ‘

g

tnildren with the more dominating teacher showed significantly .o

nhigher frequencies of nonconforming behavior, directly supporting P
the hypothesis that domination Incites resistance. The hehaviors —
of children also supported the further hypothesis that severe &
domination produces not resistance but submission and atrophy, R
(1959, p. 136) e

A parailel line of research was begun at about the same time w7
by Lippitt and White (1943) who conducted laboratory experiments of
democratic, authoritarian, and laissez faire patterns of leadership =]

employed by teachers in school-sponsored club activities. In genersl,

""democratic' patterns were defined in a manner similar to Anderson's
"integrative' behaviors, whiie the ”au;horitarian“ leadership of

Lippitt and White represented the equivalent of Anderson' s ?§s
“"authoritariar® behcviors. Arderson had no equivaient for the "laissez

faire'' pattern. The conclusions of these two iines of research tended L

to confirm one another. 7'e incidence of aggressive learner behavior ;a
@% in the autocratic groups was either very high or very low when conpared e

to the democratically taught groups. In those autocratic groups where ,-;
i% student agression was low, it showed @ marked increase when “he teacher
p left the room. When the leader was in the room, the work output of fﬂﬁ
gg students was about the same for the democratic and tiie autocratic ?%‘
groups, but when the leader left the/room, there was a significant 7
drop in work cutput in the autocratic groups but 1ittie change in

E% output in the democratic groups. :Q&

ﬁl Following the establishment of the concept of the importance R
! .

@l

of sociul or psychologicai climate in teaching, Withall ("949, 1952) o
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demonstrated that the verbal statements of teachers could be classified
into categories for measuresment and analysis. He developed a set of
seven categories, similar in nature to Anderson’s dominative-integrative

ratio, called the '"Social-Lmotional Climate Index.* |t was comprised

P B R, — o
rra wriglo

ributed as Toiiows:

(ald

of ¢crite nents weie dis
(1) learner-supportive statements or gquestions, (2) acceptant or
clarifying statements or questions, (3) problem-structuring statements
or questions, (4) neutral statements evidencing no supportive intent,
(5) directive statements or questions, (6) reproving, disapproving or
disparaging statements or questiions, and (7) teacher-supportive state-
ments or questions.

Withall concluded that when the teacher-centered pattern was
sustained it produced anxiety which was disruptive and the students'
subsequent ability to recall the material was reduced. He found the
reverse was true in student reactions to learner-centered teaching.
From these conclusions, certain value-judgments about inter-personal
relationships were evoived.

(1) Dependency of the learner upon the teacher is undesirabie.

(2) Giving opportunity to the learner for free choize is

desi rable,

(3) Verbal expression of understanding by the teacher facili-

tates problem solving.

Further conclusions were that there is a consistency in the
kind of atmosphere the same teacher creates in his classroom over a
reriod of time and that as few as fifty statements of a teacher would

differentiate between the climates of two specific activities, although

generalization to other situations would probably not be warranted.
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It is interesting to note that Withall's system of analysis
was not intended to be used as a means of recording clessroom behavior
per se. but to provide a method of coding transcripts of sound record~
ings of classroom behavior.

Using the Withall technique,; Perkins (1951) found that
differences in socisl-emotional climate produced significant di fferences
in group learning as revealed in the verbal statements made by six groups
of in-service teachers participating in an established program of child
study. He concluded:

. . « that an irdividuai's learning and development cannot be
treated as a series of discrete and unrelated experiences. It

is evidence that the changes in the learner influence and are
affected by the total experience. The part played by teacher-
pupil relations is extremely significant, for to a greater extent
these relations shape the climate of the classroom. imate
appears to be a key ingredient in inter-personal experience, for

it will in a large measure determine the learning and satisfaction
of emotional needs of groups, outcomes which provide a realjza-
tion of some of the broader objectives of education. (1951, p. 119)

Also building upon Withall's work, Mediey and Mitzel (1959)
related emotional climate to several dimensions of teacher effectiveness.
They reported positive correlations between emotional climate and read-
ing growth, group problen solving, pupil-teacher rapport, and teachers'
self ratings.

These studies o classrooms, emphasizing the importance of the
social or psychological climate, have been used in developing the
rationale of several more recent complex studies of the psychologlca!
climate of classrooms.

The most intensive, long=rang2 research program of the psycho-

logical dimensions of classroom teaching has been conducted under the

leadership of Flanders (1951, 1961, 1962, 1963). His riginal
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iavestigation (1951) used the Withall formulations and reported that
teacher-centered behaviors fostered more negative feelings on the part
of students and resulted in higher anxiety and greater concern with

interpersonal problems than did student-centered behaviors. Conversely,

hahaviaore we. s characterized bv a areater concern wi
AT Y ¥ wr e w  verwes s S e - ~7 S grvSeser =eaie e el YYE W

[ %

learning problems.

Flanders' subsequent research, (1961, 1962) was directed toward
describing the effects of teacher behaviors on classrcom climate and
learning goals. Classroom behavio}s were classified through the use
of an instrument employing ten behavicoral categories. Seven of the ten
describe teacher behaviors as: (1) accepts feeling, (2) praises or
encourages. (3) accepts or uses ideas of student, (4) asks questions,
(5) lecturing, (6) giving directions, or (7) ciitizizing or justifying
acthority. The first four he identifies as "indirect' teacher influence,
and the last three as ''direct' infiuence. 7Two other categories describe
student behaviors as either (8) student talk-response or (9) student
talk-initiation. The last category is used tc record (10) silence or
confusion. Indirect influence is assumed to expand the freedom of
action the student has, afford more opportunity for him to express
ideas, and make him less dependent upon the teacher. By categqorizing
types of behaviors into interaction analysis matrices, the concentration
of indirect and direct influence may be determinad. ¥Frow thz ratio of
the two types of influence, inferances as to the impact of teaching be-
haviors on students are made.

Flanders (1961) compared the patterns of verba! teacher behavior

with seventh grade achievement in mathematics and social studies classes.

He found that the verbal patterns of teachers in high-achieving classrooms.
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! were significantly different from those in low-achieving classrooms.

5 Teacher behavior patterns that create contrasting classroom climates

% wers summarized as follows:

;; i Indirect Influence kattern Direct Influencz Pattern

¥

o “ a) accepts, clarifies, and supports a) expresses or lectures about

1 8 the ideas and feelings of students own ideas or knowlzdge

é - b) praises and encourages b) gives directions and orders
23 c) asks questions to stimulate c) criticizes or deprecates

student participation in student behavior with in-
decision making tent to change it

': :% A follow-up study by Flanders (1963) using the impiications of direct

; ij and indirect influence, was conducted with inservice teacher training.

;' = Two r-ughly matched groups were employed: one group being taught with

_:a 3 indirect behavior patterns and the other group with direct patterns.

f " Teachers were differentiated for statistical control as being 'more

f %j indirect" and ''less indirect.'" it was reported that indirect teachers

:: gi t>vored the indirect iessons more and profited most from the training.

& 3 The same group liked the direct instruction least and profited less

g trom it. While the results of this study cannot be generalized, the

} results were consistent with Flanders’ earlier studies.

3 This series of investigations was most useful in providing

é : descriptions of the spontaneous interactian between teacher and student

:? : and the interplay between different acts of the teacher and the re-

, 3 actions of different types of students. The instrument deveioped for

‘f - interaction analysis is relatively easy to use. The system of categories

=

is gichal in nature, however, and does not have a breakdown of specific
behaviors that might be essential in arder that relationships between

more discrete teacher behaviors and student hehaviors can be described

s Lma’" oy
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and analyzed. The i.westigators hold that the system of interaction 0 B

analysis is content freo, and note that it is concerned primarily with f? :
skills of classrcom mansgenent expressed through verbal comnunication. W
Tc use the system most effectively is a costly, cumbersome task requir- g%

ing some form of automation in caliccting, tabulating, and anaiyzing iﬁi

Sz ~ o 3‘"«(

the sata. %3 o

i

Assessment of fioed Teaching.--A study that paraileled Flanders' 3

Wed

was conducted by Hughes and Associates {(1479). They, too, analyzed

teaching in terms of degrees of control and Tyeedom in the classroom.

gy
A {
% 9

The research focused directly upon classroom iita and analyzed the inter- &

action of teacher and one pupil, & teacher and a grap of pupils, and a

&=

teacher and a whole class. Primary effort was directed toward Qefining
and describing '"good' teaching.

Teaching was defined as the interaction of teacher wiih
children, individually or as a group. Inherent in this definitian was

the corcept of a superior-subordinate rzlationship between teacher and

»

%]

learnsr th

a

the power of the teacher as the dominant element in the

HE Ol X eF
\4

relationship. This power finds expression in the decisions, rewsrds,

and punishments meted out by the teacher. Since the process of inter-

action in classrooms is characterized by complexiiy and change, response g:
N X

o1 lack of response by the teacher to elements of change have a strong L 0
[ "

influence on interactien. Therefore, the teacher cannot speak or act N

in the classroom without performing some funciicn for somecne in the
situation. The status position of a teacher in relationship to pupils
makes all teacher clasc<room behavior functional in nature.

Hughes' system of categorization was developed from a content

analysis of neariy 1,000 written records of actual teaching of some

om o mm D
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sixty teachers in both elementary and secondary schools. The object

of this analysis was to determine the function, for the learners, of

i €O W

the identifiable verbal teaching behaviors. The result of the analysis

was the identification of thirty-one functions that teachers performed

853

in classrooms in their interaction with pupils. The primary functions

SR

were subsumed under seven major categories of behavior: controlling,

imposition, facilitating, content deve lopment, response, positive

]

affectivity and negative affectivity.

When the teacher-learner situation was viewed from this frame-

oot

work of interaction, it was found that regardless of the situatior, the

B s
- W,
sy 5

TR

teacher behaves in ore of several ways:

R e
T

To control, command, and direct pupils; to impose personal
values or pupils;

To ignore, threaten, scold, admonish, punish, and other
indices of disapproval;

IR B

To act in a relatively neutral manner to facilitate what
is going on;

" 2y
Gl

To act within the framework of a problem or content under
consideration to clarify, elaborate, evaluate, or serve as
Fesouice in answer to pupil's questions;

20w |

To respond in a personzl manner to pupils on matiers other
than those centered in the content or problem on which the
class is working;

To ofver approval, praise, comnenZation, acceptance, and
encouragemznt.

Hughes concluded tiat these functions hold true for any
sy ror-sebordirate relationship.

The basic data of the study were three, 30-minute records of
teaching gecured on thirty~five elementary school teachers, twenty=Ffive
of whom were "judged good'' by the county staff that served as cone

sultants o a large county schocl system, and ten teachers consideres
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""representative'’ of & single large school within the same system. The
specimen recoird of teacher behavior was a wri‘ten, detailed, sequential
narrative of 30 minutes of teacher behavior as recorded by two skilled
observers.

A1l recorded behavior was categorized according to its function
in relationship to the si:uation of which it was a mart, and s model
pattern for teacher behaviors for the elementary school was develorsd.
The modei was based on the freauencies of teacher acts falling into
the major categories of the instrument, and from this Hughes inferred
certain qualities of teaching and their impact upcn students. '‘Goou!
teaching was represented by patterns of behavior falling within the

following limits:

Controlling Behaviors 20-/.¢ per cent

imposi tion i= 3 per cent of
Facilitating Behaviors 5-i5 per cent total
Content Development Behaviors 2¢ LQ per cent tmacher
Personal Response Behaviors 8-20 per cert bshavior
Positive Affectivity Brhaviors 10-20 per cent

Negative Affectivity QBekaviors 3-10 per cent

Hughes found no sigaificant differences between the rated
"good" teachers and che ''representativa téachers; however, when tne
thirty-five were ranked in three groups according to deviation from the
maan of chie six teaching recn.de most like the model! of gond teaching,

there were significant differences between the ‘'good' ard ''poor' groups

The two groups differed in contiol

-

ing functions, devzloping content,
personal response and negative affectivity. No diiferences in groups
were discovered on positive affectivity. Domiunative functions were
used excessively by all teachers.

Hughes clearly established that it was possible to describe

many of the complexities of teaching by direct observation of ciassroom

18
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behavior. Through the use of a rather complex instrument, more

speci fic descriptions of some dimensions of teaching were provided.

Her findings represent some interesting hypotheses that require further
investigation before their validity can be clearly established. Only
the teacher’s actions were aralyzed, despite the fact that the system
for classification was deveioped from a framework of the learners'
perceptions of the functions of a teacher's biehavior. Since the major
categories of function did not discriminate between 'judged good' and
"representative' teachers, it is possible that the categories were not
refined to the point that they could be used by others. Neverthieless,
the work successfully described a wider range of classroom tracher be-
heviers than any previous investigation. It also provided additional
data concerning the relative importance of directive and integrative
teacher behaviors. For example, it indicated that a higher percentage
of controlling acts by the teacher tends to limit pupil cognitive
activity to memory 2nd recall, while a higher pzrcentage of behaviors
{dentified as content development implied that mental processes other

than recall and memory were being developed.

Quantitative Descriptions of Teaching
Other studies have made 2n attempt to measure tescher classroom
behavior as such, to describe ir quantitative terms a5 much as possibie
of wnat gous on in the classroom without referencz to the relationship
of behavio: to teacher effectiveness or to sny psycheoliagical theory.

These studies have reiied hesvily uron those of classroom climate but

have attempted to mzasure Jiffarences in classrooms wiihous regard to
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05cAR.~--The work of Mediey and Mitzel has spanned a period of
ten vears. 1t is centered essentially upon the development of an in-
stirument. which they call Observation Schedule and Record, or ''0ScAR",
which is a means of quantitatively reccrding data regarding teacher
behavior. Thz original work grew out of & desire to be able to observe
and record behaviors objectively. 1t was undertaken as a part of a
development of observational techniques to be used in studying the
performance ¢f beginning teachers who were graduates of the New York
City Munic pal College System.

The initial effort of the investigators represented an adapta-

tion of the work c¢f Cornell and his co-workers and of Withall's Social

m
v

ma

-

rional Climate Index. 0ScAR evolved by modifying and combining items
constructed by Cornell and Withall eon the basis of the results of try-
outs of these two techniques. The system of classification originally
emphasized the emoticnral climate and social organization components of
classrocom behavior. Through the years 0S:AR has been modi fied several
times as extensive experience with it has dictated. An important
addition to the dimensions o“ teacher behavior measured was that of
verbz1 emphasis. This dimension, combined with emotional «<limate and
social structure, nroduced @ reliabie measure of relatively global
teacher behaviors.

The 05¢AR scales were designed for use by a single observer
viciting a c!assroop by nimself. The system enables the observer to
see, to hear, and %o record as much of what is going on in the class-
room 8s possivie. No weighting or importarce is attached to the various
teacher bshaviors as observed, tiie three dimensions measured represent

what are probably the most obvious of differences that can be observed
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in classes, and the system of categories yields measurement of several
dimensions of behavior zlong which differeni: teachers can be dis~-
criminated successfuily.

Needs of Teachers.~--Travers, Wallen, and others (1361} attempted

to relate the measured needs of elementary school teachers %o their be-
havior in the classro- *. Four needs were ide;tified and isolated for
study--the achievement need, the affiliation need, the need for control,
and the need for recognition. A projective instrument designed to
measure these fcur needs was developed by the investigators. In addition,
a test of personal preference for educational objectives was designed to
measure tiiv needs of teachers by determining the educational objectives
which they endorsed. A third instrument administered to each of the
teachers was = test of reactions to educationazl situations, a test de-
signed to measure teacher needs by asking the subjects to evaluate the
responses of teachers to various situations that arise in relation to
pupils within a classrocm. The teacher preference schedule, a device
developed by Stern and Masiing (1958) and built around the concept that
teacher needs are important determinants of teacher behavior, was also
used. A self-rating scale was developed which caiied for self-ratings
wlith respect to thirty characteristics.

cach cf the teachers inciuded in the study was given the above
scales in an attempt to predict teacher behavior that would be observed
in ciassrcoms. A specific purpose of the investigation was to attempt
tg discover the relationship between the four identif = n~2eds of
teachers and the reilated categories of behavior In . classroor.

Two devices were designed for recording teacher behavior. First,

a teacher statements technique was adapted from one already developed by
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G Withall (1949). This technique involved the systematic sampling of the Vi

verbal bahavior ¢f the teacher. The statements of the teacher thus col-

o’:«‘ o
e

lected were classified into categories from which scores were derived

)

%

indicating the extent to which the teacher was achievement-oriented,

L
e
-

showed affiliation and controlling behaviors, and the extent to which

i he occupied himself with management acfivities in teaching. A rating

;, scar € wis developed for recording the observer's assessment of character- %a

i istics of the behavior of a teacher in the ciassr;om.

f A quantification of the behaviors of teachers while teaching ia

%? indicated the following: (1) the most frequently occurring behavior

%i was that of telling the pupil what to do; (2) the next mwost frequently Eé

/ occurring form of teacher behavior was that involved in a questioning )

: b

o process; (3) the third mnst frequently occurring form ¢f behavior out-

}ﬁ side of performing management functions was that of prcviding information. gé

§§ An important result of this work was its direci concern with tne

1; behavior of teachers as it was observed. The researchers cautioned !5

i against inferences of inner psychological processes as an aid to under- il
standing, or for the purpose of-arriving at, variables observed. Such :

Y postul ated processes, they claim, must be recognized as highly hypothetical ;

: in nature. TYhey reached some essentially pessimistic conclusions. In

j? examining variables which have teen considered by educators to Sear an %i

%j important relationship to pupil learning there were great variations:in .

'%' the magni tudes of the correlation coefficients. J

= An important conclusion was, that if one desires to predict
typical performance of a teacher under conditions which are familiar
to him, the best prediction wiil result from tests which ask him, in

o effect, how he behaves in such situations.
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While in general, the work was carefully executed, the instry-

K? ments used in the study received no systematic tryout prior to their
oaministratio” in e research, -The investigators had great difficul ty

- N in achieving inter-obssrver agreement in scering teacher behaviores, it
~ - was assumed by them that the scoring techriques were inadeqguate. This

o
\J %i condition makes it somewrat questionable that the system can be used by
Zg others at this time. The work is of significance, however, in that it
| éi was an attempt at quantifying certain observed teaching behaviors and
} Eg attempting to relate such behaviors to the measurement of teachers' needs.
y
5 Efforts discussed thus far have had as their main and direct con-
%ﬁ j cern quantification and analysis of cateéories of behavior as observed
4 ” and not with cognitive aspects of teaching., It is prcbibly accurate to
*§' J note that the more successful programs of research on teaching behavior
{ thus far huve been non-cognitiveiv oriented.
3
ﬁ gj Studies of Cognitive Aspects of Teaching-Learning
i% . Major efforts aimed at general formulations of principles of
;f %é teaching behavior related to the achievement of cogn’zive objectives
:¢ _ have deveioped most recently, Those objuctives which have been studied
é d are of various kinds--ability to recali or recognize facts, definitions,
1‘ laws, etc.~-and various kinds of intellectual arts and skills such as
;- - ability to analyze, evaluate, synchesize, interpret, etc. In the last
ié Eg few years there have been some direct attacks on these aspects of
}% teaching.

E? The Logic of Tescking.--Smith and Meux (1959) were the first to

+

LR e T T
V2

give careful consideration to the logical aspects of teazhing behavior.

A widespread assumption about effective ways of teaching is that
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(o:

understanding of the compliexity of this process can be derived from

philosophical and psychological theories According to Smith, those

(o

who attempt to develop an understanding of teaching from such an

= assumption overlook the fact that to apply any thecry one must first

i

understand the phenomenon to which it is to be applied. ‘tdentification

and description of the dimensions of teaching behavior must be made

. h

before one can think realistically about concepts and principlas relevant

i to its control. This study was an attempt to accompiish that vask. The

n najor purpnse was to develop a means of dividing verbal teacher behavior

e ]

into pedagogical units for analysis. It was analytic and descriptive in
nature and concezrned the mclar aspects of teaching behavior--that is,

the logical performances that were verbally executed.

&2 €2

/ Secondary school ciass sessions in four subject-matter areas--
l .

| Engl ish, mathematics, science, and social studies--providad th~ basic

-
&3

data for this study. Five consecutive class sessions in each of sevanteen
classrooms were recorded and typescripts carefully prepa-sd The trans-

éripts were then analyzed in terms of two basic units: (1) the episode,

[/
o

defined as a verba: exchange between two or more speakers and (2) the

" monologue, defined as an individual contribution to classroom procedure

&3

A This phase of the research deals only with the classification of the

%4 opening phases of episodes H
% Logical categories were devised and episodic units were analyzed

3% to ascertain their logical structuress.based on '‘epistemic rules."

. x

!‘ Episodes were classified and attempts were made to determine how verbal

discourse conformed to or departed from the model derived from epistemic
rules. The episode was analyzed by classification into ca.egories with E@

e reference to the ideal responses required by the verbal behavior.

i st s —marimpmann gy, e . i i w - — - o — - . e —
E-3 T " : b = B - X Mt P TEe—— e Ry N Pty T T P
ot : ": i'g " TR x T P s p 1{ R OA s T T T -?‘% W7 ! T "é
X E N .- N - o R : o




R 3 €3 £33 R R .

T |

;

A set of thirteen categories was developed té accomplish this
task.

An important assumption is implicit in Smith's work, that is,
that the influence of instruction is primarily logical in nature;
therefore, the investigators were concerned essentially with the de-
tailed analysis of the logical, cognitive aspects of classrcom discourse.
They found that such logical operations could be identified, described,
and evaluated as to their logical validity and accuracy. A second
assumption made was that the observation, anziysis, and classification
of teaching as it goes on in classrooms will increase the possibility
that significant correlational and predictive studies can be made in
the future,

A more recent study by Smith and his associates (now in progress)
extends tHe earlier research, In the present effort a new verbal unit,
the strategy, forms the basis for analysis, In addition to other units,
the venture and the move are used to identify and clarify the concept
of teaching strategy.

Strategies are viewed &s sets of verbal behaviors employed as
a means of achieving a content objective., In other words, strategies
involve goals and ways teachers behave in achisving such goais, Such
a cencept of strategies is appropriate then to the analysis of teacher

behavior. Smith defines a strategy as '"a set of verbal actions that

‘serves to attaln certain results and to guard against others' (1964,

p. 50).
Two basic dimensions of strategy were identifled, The first,
the treatmznt dimension, concerns the type and sequence of operations

that the teacher and the students enter into in setting forth and
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structuring information in such a way as to disclese the content that is Eﬁ

to be learned. The focus here is cognitive in that the pr.sentation of

&

content is the central activity of the teachar A second dimension,

the control dimensien, uzals with those operations that a teacher uses

()

to guide and contro! ‘he participation of learners in performing these

€

operations on the content. The emphasis here is on the learner's be-

havicr. The research concentrates only on the treatment dimension,

ol

Smith and his associates have developed‘é fremework and a set

of concepts to describe and analyze classrocm discourse associated with

achieving content objectives They have dsveloped a means of conceptual-

izing the verbal maneuvers involved in this aspect of a teacher's

3

oehavior., These attempts at analysis of the logical aspects of discourse

between teacher and learner represent a monumental undertaking. They

must be viewed, however, as beginning steps toward the development of a

-
3

theory of classroom instruction with fogical analysis.of behavior as a

basis.

Comparing Mathematics Lessons . --A secornZ approach to the idanti-

v " .
iy

fication of behaviors relaved *G iearner achievement is reported by

Wright and Proctor (1961). The investigators based their work on the

25sumption that the key aspect of the classroom is the mastery of
particular subject matter. Thus, in investigating and categorizing be-
haviors in the teaching-learning situation, instrumentation should
concentrate on the essentiai aspects of ianguage. This is not dissinilar

from the assumptions underlying Smith‘s work, but Wright and Proctor pro- !i

jected their intention beyond tha logical properties of lanquage. They =
hypothesized that while psychology gives che approach tc problems, com- 7 i

plete solution is found in loyic. The essential aspects of language
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é% identifiable withirn the class-oom are carried on through the broad K
vehicle of psychzlogical processes and in the even broader framework é;
ga of seciological! ettitude. Thus, the cbservation of the classroom must ffi
ti account for content within the framework of these psychological processes ;‘
. s
f@ “ and sociological attitudes. Qg
j; E% The study reported tﬁe observation of twelve classes 'in a
! f§ 2 x 2 design using the degree of mathematical rigor and the amount of f;
3% & pupil participation as independent variables, A system for the classifi= 353
'{ E% cation of verbal behaviors in these mathematics classes was devi sed. iz
Q% The three major categories of behavior werz mathematical content, !gi
..C 3
%‘ Eg psychological process, and sociological attitude. Each of thise cate- A
ié gories was oroken down into a number of mcic specific teacher behaviors {%%
e gj observed durire e dava-gathering period of ten days' observation in .
% Zg-
;} §i each of the classroom settings. -
/g < The burden of tais investigation was further verification of the 167
. Ea ucility of employing the Wright-Proctor instrument as a device for de- iﬁ
: : scribing interaction in classroom situaticns. The results obtained tend zég
to affirm that the instrument can be used in this way., The authors note )
that'l . . distinctive patterns in the areas of content, process, and ¥

N B?r;"\". we e

attltude were established for the four types of classrooms investigated. }%
3 E + « . These distinctions were noted in terms of single categories within ii~
each area, by combinations of categories within content and process and

?' E“ by triple combinations of categories across the three areas simultaneously,!!
(p. 137)

The greatest potential value of this work lies in its extension,

e

A unique aspect of the investigation that needs to be emphasized is the

1

2
N At
il
e

importance of the ultimate ''raw encounter'* of learner and subject matter. N

E 3
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The instrument is ciearly subject matter oriented; philosophers of E; ‘
science might take issus with Wright and Proctor on their use of éi
physical problems in the teaching-learning process and their apparent {3 L
relegation of psycholegical processes and attitudes as ancilary to the ﬁ
-]
so-cailed raw encounter. It is entirely poussible, however, that as ,

more is learned about the categeories of behavior as developed in this

iy
g,

study, as definitions of categories can be simplified, and as theories

[ S J
e
. -'.:'\»

of instruction are svolved, this study will be hailed as a monumentai

effort. A

N

Y
4

The Language of the Classroom ==-Arno Bellack and his assr .iates

1963) have reported on other investigations into analysis of iinguistic

~~
€=
LA
}

behavior Their work was concerned primarily with the various kinds of

meanings conveyed through the language that teschers and learners use in

il
RS

the classroom The focus of investigaticn was on a delineation of the
rules of teacking, with descriptions of ths respective roles that the
teacher and the students play when engaged in the ‘'game of teaching !

Two major assumptions are made in this study. The first is that the

s G BN

principai function of language is the communication of meaning

Therefore, the analysis of the language of the classroom offers a 3 ‘55

P
denm

promising way ¢f studying the communication of meaning Second, the
various kinds o¢ verbal activity within the classroom are described as
"language games.'' This provides a basis for treating teaching as @
game in the sense that it is rule-qoverned behavior.

Data were collected in seven high school classes studying the
probiems of American democracy A unit of study in international trade

was taught by each of fifteen teachers for a period of four days The

E:
N 5N I &
i Tl
A ,

sixty class sessions were recorded on tape from which typescripts were
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do pedagogicaily when engaged in the gaﬁé of teaching. These msreuver

25

prepared. Estimates of verbai intclligence were obhtained for al}l
students and pre- and post-tests of knowledge of international trade
were administered,

A system for the classification of the distinctive functions of
language was developed, This system was based ¢n an examination of the
transcripts of classrcom discourse and on the view that the mezning of

a word ic its use in the languags. ‘-
With tanguage as 2 central focus of the study, and on the bzsis
of an analvsis of the tape recordings snd transcripts, Bellack conceived

of four baszic vercal mancuvars which dzsééibed what teachers and pupils

o

are called 'pedagogical moves' and were described as (1) structurinrg,
(2) solicitiug, (3) responding, and (4 reccting moves. Pedagogical
moves provided the basic unic of analysis and also served to describe
the first of the dimensions of meaning with which Bellack was concerned=-
the pedagogical meaning. A
A second dimeﬁsion‘bf'méaning was the content of what was being
said in a classroom. Two basic subdivisions were identified: -sub~
stantive meanings-~the subject matter discussed, and instructiomal
meanings--the routine managerial ‘statements such as those concernéd with
assignments and procedures. Substantive and the instructional mednings
wzre observed and recorded along with their associated logical meanings.
A third dimension of mraning with which this investigation was
concerned was emotional meanrngu'the "feeling tone! Eonveyed by the

language used. The three dimensions of emctional meaning which were

studied were valence, strengtih, and activity, -

b4 -
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The results of this studv consist of descriptions of the dis-
course In classrqoms in terms of each of the major categories of maaning
and some of the relations among these categories. it is noteworthy that
the investigstors found much more variability among their teachers in
substantive meanings than in teaching techniques used desnite the fact
that all classes were dea!ing with the same subject matter carefully de-
limited. They did not find greater learning about topics most discussed.
rrom this finding it is concliuded that instead of setting up certain
kinds of knowisdge thst should be learned, it might be irore useful to
focus future ressarch in terms of the auestion, "what kinds of classroom
events are related to what kinds of learning outcomes?" A variety of
techniques for data colliection must be developed before an answer to this
guestion might be given. A follow-up, more detajled study of pedagogical
moves, defiﬁition of their functions, patterns of interchange, and kinds
of recponding behaviors that result, has been undertaken by the
investigators.

Taba and her associates (1964) were also concetned with cognitive
processes, but their approach was somewhat different from any of the
studiss previously reportes, They were interested in assessing the role
of curriculum organization and teacher education in the developmant of
thinking processes in students, A curriculum was developed and a pro~
gram of teacher education devised with the explicit purpese of achieving
a high level of thinking in eiemﬁntary schoo! chiidren, Taba develcped

& concept of thinking and devised instruments by which certain cognitive

pro¢@sses could be measured, ansziyzed, and observed. After extensive study

of ralated research and iiteratura, three clusters of cognitive processes
were identified: (1) grouwping and classification of information, \2) In-

terpretation of data and the making of Inferences, and (3) appiication
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il of principles and facts in explaining new phenomena, to predict con= h.ﬁ
sequences from known conditions, or *o deévelop hypotheses through the \}?
use of known generalizations and facts. ' These three cognitive processes %:
i were analyzed in' terms of their basic elements and according to the ways ;}g
-
one masters such processes.
" The three cognitive tasks were seen’as having certain comnsnal i ty.
First, all involved a series of steps; ‘second, these steps were viewed .
as a kind of hierarchy of abstraction and complexity; third, each“of the ?i
operations involved different levels of intuitive and conscious awareness
n of the principles which govern the operations. e f%
i@ ‘ This conceptuciization of cognitivé tasks provided the fremework
’i for the training of the teachers inéol@ed“iﬁ'the'study. During* the traine )
ing process special attention was given'té the development of‘cd§hitiwe ;41

~

L4
v

skills in elementary schoo! social studies classes.

Two instruments were developed for the purpose of measuring and -

R

analyzing cognitive skills, The first; a .Social Studies Inference Test,

was designed to test a student's ability to draw inferences from new f@

¥ «ts‘%,

data. The ‘second instrument was @ coding system desigred to analyZe re- 5

cordings of a class session, Through the use of this coding systbm; one

&N
:é‘

was brovided a means for tracing the patterns of Jevelopment of ‘cognitive

B

skill's as such devziopment occurred in a classroom. This System émabled

L
{? ‘ one to map teaching strategies and to determine hov the teachers $ought ;}f
= A! to extend 3 given level of thought to ancther higher lével of thought.
f? ’ The results of the study are given 'n terms of changes ih the jj%
measures of cognitive skill and provide descriptinns of the teaching :j4
%ﬁ g% : strategies empioyed to bring about such 6hangel' A most'important'?!ﬁéiﬁg %é
T% of this work was that the most marked single Infiuence on cégnf%ivé ;;(

i g TR
;o }?‘_‘;
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perfcermances in children resided In the Impact of teaching strategies
employad by the tcacner. The whole pattern of teacher Lshaviors de-

termined the level of response attainad in learners.

The Investigators identified several avenues for further study

1 R TG SRS TN TN
&£ A

R

of cagnitive development: (1) a much more thorough study of teaching

i _,’f"“"\‘e

strategles s nesded; (2) careful examination must be made of how

teschers' questions and statements function in such development; (3)

.,‘
o
-

identification is necessary of the particular behaviors or sequences

and combinations of behaviors that lead to the acquisition of different

types of conceptual structures.

The study pointed up the need for a four-dimensional analysis of

classroom interac:tion which inciudes: (i) pedagogical functions of

NS

teacher behavior, (2) logica! hierarchy of thought processss, (3) va-

lidity of significance of the content of these processes, and (&) the

Impact of each on the otiiers.

-
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Teaching Behavior and Pupll Thinking.-~A study by Miller (196k)

i unique in the literature of teacher behavior in that the study was
devised to test a partial theory of instruction focusing upon classroom
teaching behavior employing certain aspects of social psychology znd
educational pedagogy. This effort proposed to make somewhat expllcit

an smerging theory of instruction and to mske a preliminary test of some

aspects of that theory. The theery divided teaching behaviors Into two

basic divisions and seven teaching functions. The divisions were

(1) working on content or task, and {2) maintaining social order. Seven

teaching funczlions within the major divisions were studied. included
- i content or task were (a) providing focus, (b) developing the cbject of ii

focus, (c) giving information directiy, and {d) ezppralsing pupil efforts.
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Responsibilities which mzintain the social order were {e} setting

R

expéctations for pupil behavior, (f) implementing action which regulates

By N
- oW

pupil behavior, and (g) assessing;pupfl effort along this Jimension,

According to the theory, a teacher discharges the two basic

responsibilities and performs the seven teaching funciions by playing

a wide variety of roles., A system of classification=-The Responsive-

r

Directive Scale--grew out of the guiding theory of instruction.

-
$ y5T

The study attempted to determine if highly directive teaching

was eccompanied by pupii behavior less educative than when teaching

. -
" . -
o
A y o
m X

behaviors were discharged through roles more responsive to learner cues.

S

The two major divisions of teaching functions served as predicators,

and the research related teacher behavior to pupi! performance. The

3, v

study made use of leveis of pupil mental activity as one of the critarion

measures, Related problems included an‘invéstigation of the ralation-

oM

P

ships between the two classes of teaching behaviors and (1) growth of

pupiis' schievement in content, and (2) the development of pupii ate

bl

.

titudes towsrd thz learning experience and the subject matter studied.

o |

-

Teaching hehavior was mezsured by coding all other remarks made

A Y

by tvachers with respect to content while ingtructing seventh= and |

2 é‘
eighth-grade students during eiyhty staged lessons in American Economics.,
e . R I . .
o The teaching was recorded on audio tape and tran:iribed to provide type-

scripts. The typescripts of bshavior were coded and scores according

- N L ™ "y s
. <, . AN\ o N
K | PR
oo ,

to the Responsive-Directive Scale.

The zonclusions of this study 4Yava great significance for '

»

further Invaestigation. When content was studied, ?esponslve'teachlng

g was more effective than directive teaching, Pupils discussiing content
g under tesching behavisi which was characterized by responsiveness to
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learner cues, evidenced more complex, or higher levels of mental
activity than aid pupils under teacking which ignored these cues.
rupils under respcnsive tszaching expressed more pcsitive attitudes

toward the experience and achieved as muck on cbjective-type tests when

L

Compared with pupiis who were instructed under directive teaching. The

investigator stated that while these conclusions :anno* be generai i zed

=3

to all pupils and &l teachers on the basis of this one study, it is

likely that the findings are generéily applicable,

The section of the Responsive-Directive Scale deal ing with con=

Wm

tent was & useful Instrument for measuring classicom bekavior. The

f»d

scaie permitted s detailed description of classroom teaching behavior

y

and placed the description within a framework which permitted theorstical

interpretation,

the findings of this endeavor confirmed parts of the theory that

= 3

had been evolved. The theory fziled to predict achievement, either in

magtery of facts or In higher understanding on the part of pugils, but

S
- w il

it did predict results in levels of pupil understanding in dizcussion.

In contrast to the findings of other investigators, the directive-

responsive dimension had no real effect upon mastery of facts or deeper

magning, as measured by achievement tests. |n addition, pupil-exhibited

understanding of a subject during discussicn was not related to measured

achlisvement in that subject matter.

Analysis of research of the type reported in the preceding dis~

cussions leads to the conclusion that workable systems for recording

selected aspects of teacher behavior have beer in ex'stance for several

years. Specific approaches and technlques for the measurement of clsss-

room behavior continue to be devaloped and refined. Psychological
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' climate is the dimension that has been most thoroughly analyzed and &

§§ successfully measured, and in the last few yeurs those dimensions re- %f}

{ lated to the content of instruction and patterns of ideas in teaching

%3 and learning have been given smphasis., The behaviors teachers empl oy '
?) 25 they teach are beginning to become quantifiable through the use of /
é g; relatively objective instruments., Researchers have focused attention K;‘
% il on both verbal and non-verbal behaviors of teachers and, to a limited |
% } degree, on the behaviors of learners., Special attention has been given ;
7] Ea to the roles, functions, and activities in which teachers engage. It §§
; . Is recognized that much remains to be done before correlations among ~%§
} ﬁg teacher and learner bekaviers can be established, but a more compre= f%\
0

hensive system for the description and analysis of the range of behaviors

Mt N
3 %)

r ' employed by teachers while teaching is now a possibility because of the

work of investigators such as those reported here
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PRESENTATION OF PARADIGMS AND iNSYRUMENT

g ‘ Previous efforts at development of systems of classification, p
for teacher classroom behavior have beern designed to yield data about . ) %
specific hypotheses developed from a particular philoscphical or v ~ /\“
l psychological’ orientation or were directed to the analysis of specific: - . ' f
‘ behaviors. Each hasz provided paradigms and theories, explicit or.im= ;: ¢ 33"‘35
E plicit, through which teaching might be viewed. Illustrations of such 57
E conceptions of teaching are discussed below, . They were selected from.. - iy |
among more than a score of recently evolved thsories and models. . \/
. S‘.:»v"
a Teaching as Interaction i
E The studies of teacher behavior conducted by Smith (1959), V4
: . o /
Hughes (1359), and Bellack (1963) each set forth a theory of teaching as
. ) B " . * H ' * tj,:':.w
E a process of interaction. This common concept was shared by them, but I
c . - .
. N . v {‘- x
- the components of interaction as defined by each investigator differed A
E markedly. '-
E Smith's pedagogical model includes the “How ng elements' ”
P ¥ | I \ 2
Independent Yariables Intervening Variables Dependent Variables \ ¥
g (Teacher) . (Pupils) (Pupils) &
2 > 1 \ : AR
- 7} ‘.‘,'
a (1) Linguistic behavior . These consist of entities (1) Lingulstic - ' |
(2) Performative and processes such as behavior
. behavior . mepories, beliefs, needs . (2) Performative : LR
& (3) Expressive behavior inverences, and associa- behavior g
8 tive mechenisms (3) Expressive - iy
behavior
i |
)
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37
Smith viewed teaching as the action of an agent in a situation

toward an end=in~view.

T=A,/Sit = ;E> E.L.V,
The situation is comprised of material means plus procedural means plus
unknown, uncontrollable variables.

S =M, + Mp + X
The means consists of two types of factors: subject matter and in-
struct!onai!parapherna!ia, and, the ways thes agent (teacrer) uses those
factors, Smith's study investigated only procedural means, consisting
of large maneuvers called strategies and smailer movements called
jogical operations.

Mp = St + L.O.
Empleying gprocedural means, the meaning of discourse directed from the
agent {teacher) to the pupils is governed by rules of logic in terms of

ideal responses. t,+p

Mp = Dy - Res 14

Teaching then becomes the interaction of a teacher's perception of puplil's
behavior; teacher's diagnosis of pupil's state; teacher's actions; pupii's
reaction: to teacher's action.
T= (pt +d, + ay) - (dp + r‘p)
Hughes' theory of teaching includes a mutual or reciprocal
action or influence between learner and teacher; teaching is interaction

toward a gosl.

T=1 %G

Interaction is composed of teacher perception plus teacher responsiveness
in relation to teacher and student, student and student, and/or teacher

and group.
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33
I = tp + t, ﬁff > (s¢ + Sg + tn) 7

Teaching then becomes the interaction of & teacher’s percep“icns p.us

the teacher's responsiveness in relation to teacher and student, student

and student, 2nd/or teacher and group toward a goal, = . o
T = t "i' i_" {s + .S + t ) N G:)‘. i

pT ey T T ) ey l

Bellack viewed teaching as interaction with subject matter toward 7

learning as the end-in-view. Interaction is rule controlied linguistic T

discourse, a reciprocal affair between teacher and pupils. ‘Rules dictate

the varicus roles performed by teacher and pupils ard are identifiable in f;_
terms of the meaning of the verbal expressions. Teaching béha&fér'is' | ‘ ;&
composed of three interrelated and coexistent diMenéioﬁs -'purjaée;" ‘ié
content and feeling. . - : o ,%1
Teaching, then, is equa! to the function of discourse 'between if

teacher and pupil plus the meaning—bf discourse between teachérﬂénd‘ A é;'
pupil plué the emotional meahing (fee?ing) between téécher and pu;ii“i" | g{
directeu to the leariing of subject matter as the end-}n-view. | T f
: ¥ : ST L e e 4

T= Dp (t + p) + Dy (t + p) =+ E. (t + p) EEL Lem ié

The function of discourse is equal to structuring, soliciting, Fesﬁoﬁ&fng:"' ;j;

or reaction behaviors controlied by rules of intent. . f{,
Dp=5fa, 1), | (a. 1) ) :

Rian e

Emotional meaning is equal to valance plus astivity plus poieniy ﬁfﬁs i

stability plus some unknown variables (x). " ij
Ey=v+ac+po+sbex - | ' 'f;

Models from Related Fields ‘ C W

A number of mocdels, paradigms; and thearetiéa! conistructs whiéh "~ ° - 3 |

' have been employed in related fields were alsd.exémihc@lfok the., rejsvance
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tc teacher behavior. From amang these studies, two are presented as
illustrative of significant canceptualizations ihat were used by this
project in evolving a view of teaching.

Bales' (1950) work in small group and ieadership analysis culmi=

bont
natad in tha devals i

- eas
o sTWliN

or

Gue that permits an cbserver to
categorize the roles played by the members of small problem=solving
groups, His categories, sisiflar in nature to those constructed in
studies of teacher behavior, are presented in Figure |, The'conceptual
similarity of his system to parts of those of Hughes and Willer, for |
example, is immediately apparent.

A '"Paradigm for Research on Administrator Behavior" developed
by Halpin (1957) was most helpful in thinking about the problem of
teacher hehavior since i: was designed for research on human behavior
in an institutional settimg. Figure 2 presents this paradigm in adapted
farm, 1t should be emphasized that the paradiam is used to account for
and schematize the variables associated with the dynamics of the class-
room, not to describe or explain these dynamics. As such, it is neither

a theory nor 2 classification system,

An Explanation of the Paradigm (Clark, 1963)%

The paradigm is composed of four paneis:

Panel 1. The teaching task is defined in terms of desirable
or sought~after student behaviors and behavioral products. The task,
as a whole, represents the ideal ized mission of instruction. It can,
of caurse, be divided into a series of sub-tasks designed to effect

specific changes in student behavior.

.

*The basic definition of terms and the explanation of the para-
digm's pane!s and variables rely heavily on the work by Halpin (1957).
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Figure i Lo

Bale's_Interaction Process Analysis - e
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1 Shows sol idaricy, raises other's status,
gives help, reward:

P
—
.

. e A 2 Shows tens,. .elsase, jokes, laughs,. S
/ < shows satisfaction:
" 3 Agrees, shows passive acceptance, understands; |
N g} L concurs, compliss:
i‘i:: ) 4 3
B “/j% Glives suggestion, diteziion, impiying 3 IR X
| : au*onomy for other: !
b {3 3 5 Gives opinion, evalustion, analysis, - T
ﬁ exnresses fzel ing, wish: "1 1
d [? . 6 Gives orientation, :nwormation repeats,; - :
N 4 clarifies, confirms: : L !
. ’ . avpcdef
2 gg 17 Asks for orizsntation, information, . o 1)
g repetition, confirmation: )
5 ‘ \ h
f gz \ G § Asks for opinion, evaluation, analysis, S 1 f
G ‘expression of feeling: . . .
/ " S . - 5 B
} B . ‘9 Asks for suggestion, di‘eciion, pos- R .
- NS sible ways of action: . '
e A 10 Disagrees, shows passive rejection, ) ,
o ) ' ’ formal ity, withholds help:
- 0 Il Shows tension, asks for heip, with- NN

7 draws out of field:

12 Shows antagonlsm, deflates other's

Sy Ea status, defends or asserts self: e
/! ) o

: ga - - KEY:

& &) : A Positive Reactions a Probiems of Communication

i , 8 Atiempted Answers b Problems of Evaiuation

s ES . C Questions c Problemes of Control

e D Negativa Peactions d Problems ¢f Decision

8 e Problums of Tenslon Reductiorn

o f Problems of Reintegration
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Pangl i1. This panel encompasses the behavior of the teacher as

he fills hi, role in accomplishing 'the teaching task' as he perceivesA'

i

it vhich, of course, may or may not be congruent with the task as defined

|
il
|

in Panzl |, The ccacher's behavior is distinguished in terms of behavicy

as @ decision maker and behaviur as a group leader. Decision making be-

£

havior relates to his selection of a cuurse of action from alternative

courses of action while group leader behavior is that cbservable inter-

==

action which the teacher has with the ciass group or individuals within

%0

th: class group. OGbviously the tzacher may éngage in decision makiﬁg

= while performing as a group leader but the distinction between the

b d
I
;’il*:'e
-

sctivities seems sufficiently useful to retain since decision-making

e
S
€3
-

behavior is very difficult 1o reduce to operational terms and group-

lsader behavior can usually be observed.

. €
Y

Pariel 11l. The factors included in Pane! ili are variables which

i

P define the conditions under which significant reiation&hfﬁs may be ex-

£

pectea to obtzi between ‘the behaviors in Panel |l and the criterion

measures in Pana! 1V, These variables are assumed to affect the behavior

v 1’ ~)
.
-aﬁﬂi

of the teacher. They can be subclassified as (l) teacher variables,

(2) pupil variables, (3) conient variables, (4) class group variables,

-
'y
)
-

and (5) extra~class variables. Tre teacher variables refer to the at-

é! é; tributes and characteristics of the teacher as an individuél; €.Ge» ége, |
:f g! intelligence, personaiity, etc. The pupil variables refé}, of cou;se, |

é? to comparable sttributes and characteriscits of the pupils.as persons.

fgg gg Content variables refer to the logic, nature, and stiucture of what ls .

jz being taught. The class group variablies encompass the factors which make

;; Eg @ colizction of individuals @ group, e.g., morele, group cohesiveness, : '
o

ziass slze, and the like. The extra~class variables are those outside

O - - \‘J L D SN R
- . E U ¢ Saals,

.

. R i e g - ” -, IR A e TR\ ¥ e e 3 T =

RS A A MO S R S A R N A N Y
/ T i ? ¢

, . -
- -7




vt v s e -, - 2o Pormincrs W

P -~ AR e

b3

of the content of and pzrticipants in the teaching~lsarning process which,
nonetheless, affect the process, e,g., community pressures and mores,

administrators® actions, facilities and teaching materials, and the 1lke.

'
B
=3
%
cwnit
L
<o
>
<3

ncluded here are the measures of the extent te which
the teaching task has baen accompiished effectiveiy, These criteris can
be expressed at s number of levels-=first, in the form of ratings or
evaluations of teacher affectiveness; second, in terms of immediate be-
havioral change on the part of the learner; and finzlly, as the long-
range changes in the behavior of the learner. These criteria vary in the
order stated above as adequate measures of teacher behavior. For con-
venlence, ratings are labeled intermedjate criteria and changes in
pupil behavior, either immediate or long-range, are ultimate criteria.
The ultimate criteria of teacher effectiveness should be ex-
pressed in terms of pupil achievement, in respect te the changes in the
pupil accompiishments that can be attributed¢ to the behavior of the
teacher, The final assessment of teacher effectiveness in the model is
iilustrated as the difference between the students' achievement at
Times A and B in respect to whatever products are specified. This
achievemant (change) should be measured in respect to the same behaviors
and beheavioral products that have besn used tc define the task; but
whereas the task is defined in terms of ideal! outcomes, achievement

should be described In the ianguage of ‘what is."

Teaching as Viewed In this Study
it is insvitabie that :he conceptions of tsaching as defined in

this study shouid find their sources in investigaticns sreceding it.

Indeed, the purpose of the project, as originally concelved, was to use

P o B €D & &2 O E% ©0 €3 €3 £ £Z3 e O ©3 @3 6
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conclpts employed by others, to build upon their specific findings, and

to synthe5|ze their instrumentation and methodology.

o

Gne segn:ftCant departure must be made explicit, that is, in

this study great effort was made to keep conceptions about the natufé

of teaching and the system of categories for viewing teaching as value-
free as possible. No specific hypotheses or effectiveness constructs
were used. The purpcse was to develop a system of categories which

would permit the classification, i.e., the descrintion, of all ob-

servable teacher classroom behaviors--good or bad, logical ér_iilogiéal,

H

" . »
A e e a
.

directive or integrative.

a4 Y

At its mos t global level, teaching is viewed as a process of

interaction.

o Ez Figure 3. Teaching as Interaction .

o Teacher in| «&>=-====q-Process of-r~=cmmemcad-Gtudent Goal o

7 Classroom Benhavior. |. . Learning -

- =P == 2 <> e

s = The broken arrow indicates a feedLack control which is only incidengally .

€53

investigated in this effort but which most iﬁvestigators ééree'ﬁ]éyé_an

important part in an uﬁderstqnasng of the total y called teach:ng,

AN
L]
ey

After a review of most of the research completed in ache

behavior and related fields, preliminary observatibﬁ of live classrooms

was undertaken, Berrowing ugon the ideas of othars, certain descriptive

categories of teacher behavior were evoived and tested through furrn«r :

a

£53

iﬁ observation. After a period of several weeks, employlng this prOC&SS.' "

ki

over and over again, it was concludes that a comprehensive view of.

B

tescher behavior includes four major dimensions: (i) a source dimensian;

X3

(2) & direction dimsnsion, (3) a function dimension. and (4) a sfgn

dimension. Each of these dimensions of teaching is observable and

. _ .
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quantifizble, the analysis of which provides empirical data about what 5 ;

2 teacher does; how he behaves while teaching, That is to say, one L

cannct classify a teacher behavior as response or originate without N

ﬁé' taking into consideration the total interaction of the situation which o .gt

inciudes student behaviors. |f a teacher behavior s coded, '"Originate," 3

B
éé ‘ ‘ the observer must be aware of the sbsence of any student behavicr to £§ ;
;25 witlch the noted behavicr could be a response. "Respond'i behavior on E;
\Qﬁ the other hand is so classified because a studert behavior, often a
%? | direct question, is noted as the basis of the teacher behavier which E; é;
Follows It. 5 8
g; Teachiny Is governed by the sxpectation that learning will = }
33 result from reaching acts., A compiete picture of teaching is possibie E; ?
ié anly when a description of the student's behavior s included as a i%
QL; possible source of a given teacher behavior. But since this research

=

was limited to a description of teacher behaviors only, the delineation =

e

cf learner behavior within the classroom interaction was not undertaken,.
The Scurce Dimension of teaching provides an indication of the relation-

ship of student and teacher interaction at a basic level, Teacher

ook S 1525

reception of student behavior is not classifiable without recognition

of the student hehavior iteelf.

e b
£
s ®
v ]
.
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. ¥
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Teaching implies interaction among persons within a superior-
subordinate relationship. Usuaily the presence of a teacher and a
student or students is required, although it Is reccanized that books
and other instructional media may also ''teach.!! Teaching is the inter-

actlon between a projector entity callied "teacher" and receptor

wntities within a classroom situation. The receptor entities include

EXy =28
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students as individuals, in small groups, and as a whole class as well

<o '/ -
AR

as inanimate objects with whith the teacher in:eracts., While it is
. . -

- ‘" v -
B

N ¢
57

recogriized that the behaving entities and the receiving entities,

through the procecs of interaction, are interdes ndent and mz

LY
1 Ykt ) ng ,

-

interchange roles, the teachar ss tzacher behgvos in = mapner dystinet
from the behavior of the teacher as learner or receiver of instruction.

The teacher (the recognized employee) may deiegate his respon-~

A et
I ¢ y ,

sibility and role in the classroom to a student or students. At such. .

times the teacher may rémove himselt frum the interaccion or take the .

[

VR
"\L" U

role of~a'student. The student or students' behaviors then become

teacher behaviors. ‘ N - _v

The identificatiorn and classificétion of :he nature of the

receptor eatities provides the Direction Dimensior of teaching in

tris study.

)
.

Z; ) The broad aim .of classifying ali observabie teacher classroomn

tae),
4’% “’
)

behavior has been restricted in this stUdy by the general delimitation

of behaviors which are purposeful “in nature. This !imitation excludes .

AT ETT e

T
TR

E. n}%g’

from consideraticn behaviors of a personal nature not directly related

ié s to the role of the teacher as teacher in a classroom. Therefore,
7 ‘ ‘

3

.»i random tapping on the desk, twisting a-pencii, clearing the throat,

2 AP
a; m} 5

combing hair, adjusting clothing, etc., are not classified. The as-

e sumption is made that the teacher's purpose in the classroom is to

a3

t.each something., Behaviors categorized are those that Fulfil) a

teaching function. The purpose s given behavior serves in teaching

RSN s
N Ne
~ - v

determines function. A variety of goals has bean established for the
schools in our seciety. While & given set of goals or objectives may

contain more or fewer statements tharn another, the teacker's role in
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« meeting them may be conceptualized as involving three essential tasks, %

One task the teacher must attempt to achieve is relater to subject

matter or content. Content may be comprised of facts, nanmes, con= ﬁ}
cepts, etc., that deal with fields of organized knowledge per se, g%

- a oy %

but it might aiso deai with bei;efs, attitudes, ways of organizing,

skills, and processes of instruction. A second major responsibility Z} t"{%
of teaching is that of estabiishing and maintaining interpersonal re-

lations among persons within the classroom so that the content task E%

may be realized. The third is the task of facilitation of the learn~ ég

ing processes. Behaviors engaged in by the teacher to accompl ish these

A
three tasks constitute the Function Dimensicn of teaching. %ﬂ

in cerder for a behavior to be observed it must be communicated

—(“ﬂ
Q

In sune way. Communication takes several avenues and a given function

may rz2quire moie than one mode of expression. Teachers may elect te

S

use rore than one mode of expressicn in tuifilling a given function. v‘?

The mode of behavior observed makes up the Sign Dimension of teaching.

il

& 3

R 1
t

Figure & illustrates the relationship among the four dimensions , X
of teaching. i 7

Figure 4. Dimeasivns of Teacher Classroom Behavior
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~ The source of the behavior controls the other dimensions of S

I! teacher behavior, but it may be determined tﬁrough the observer's e

\T’*

Y

recognition of the target of focus, the Direction Dimension. The :%,

ll direction, in turn, takes precedence in determining the mode and .-

w . 5 ‘»:-‘(

, ‘g

purpose of the tzacher's behavior. The mode of communication together éué

. L

gg with the rurpose of behavior give meaning to all behavior. Some modes ﬁ&,

’! limit the range of possibility of purpose while other purposes may <

|3

(4

limit the modes of behavior available to the teacher, The solid : 'E

arrows denote controliing relationships. Broker arrcws indicate o

rx
a4

influential relationships not sequentialiy determined.

it is perceived in

ﬁ‘ ol )
L ]
r—
N
5,
b

This paradigm gives a false impression if

a static form. A generalized model developed by Mooﬁéy (1964) p;e- ¥

Al
T ey

sents a dynamic pattern for characterizing the complicated process of i

teacher behavior. It not only permits the depiction of the system

e@ ' -.35‘.;

developed in this study but also provides for expansion as further fﬁ

€3

developments ir. research techriology and discovery permit, 4?!

The stimulation which causes a given teacher behavior may be
either explicit or implicit. When the source is explicit to ar obs _ 'T;
. server the te=cher is said to be responding to someohe or somethin&.' ‘ﬁg

When it is implicit, the behavior is said to have originated with.the

s g . T
E} teacher. Tae source of the behavior controls the other dimensions of

teacher beharvior. (The solid arrows denote controliing reiationships.) k51
“ However, in the case of teacher response behaviers they are so cate- )

gorized on the basis of the obsefver'shrecognitidn of the targét (i.e., o
. student, teaching aid, visitor, etc.) upon which the teacher is fbcuéing.
The target may be either narrowly or broadly defined. The broader scope

is assumed unless the narrower focus is made explicit in the teacher's

e —_ ‘"’!Wr_t'—w S ———— yoss *..:‘ )
Y rﬂ* el A G B (T A A AT Y e R el :




ko

behavior. The focus of the teacher on a target is the basis foi de-

termining the Direction Dimension. The direction, in turn, takes

precedence in determining the mode and purpose cf the teacher's behavior.

The purpose of behavior indicates the meaning it has for the receptor.

The mode of .ommunication, called the Sign Dimension, is selected on

the basis of the identified target and with the hope of transmitting
a teaching function. Some signs may limit the range of possibility
of purpose, i.e., neither a gestur. or silence would usually be a
means ¢f explanation. Likewise, supportive behavior is seldom per=
formed by reading or writing in the normal classroom. The sign ana
7unction are not sequentially determinable but they do affect each
other; therefore, broken arrows are used to indicate the mutual in=
fluence, The double direction indicates the lack of e@stabl ished

sequence in determining these dimensions.

Figure 5. Paradigm of Self-Perceived Teacher Behavior
TEACHER BEHAY 1 0R
Signa, ./
Un-
knowny /%33§Luq*.~um%;§,_§lIPAT'QN *-*5?‘“1~\\
Xy /
J\N\ ' L/
~
/ N —

birection | Source \ TEACHING

The broken circle represents the teacher as an entity. The
breaks in the circle indicate the openness of the teacher in sccom-
modating the influence of forces outside the teacher. The wedgde-shaped
portiens which intrude intc the teacher's entity ?rise from the total

situation in which the behavior occurs. The relevance of a given

"
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behavior is ascertained by the import of that behavior within the
situation. The infinity sign suggests the continuous nature of
teacher behaviors as the teacher interacts with his environment

in the classroom situation. The rectangle represents a point in

time at which the teacher hshavior m

\/
7

>

6 arractad
-~ il * wr St WA

B -~ .

observation, in this case, self-perception. The teacher sees himsel f

as teacher and, thus, fceds on his own judgment of the degree to which,

he has fulfilled the purpo:..s

.

utas act (behavior, encounter). 'Selective fittings'' must take place ,

or functions established for that paffiq-
in each of the major dimensions. There is no siénif%cance to the pro-
portion of space occupied by the separate wedges. The influence of
each will vary from teacher to teacher and situation to situation.
Increased refinement of research instruments aﬁé technology, as well
as appiication of techniques other than obszrvation, will provi&e
additional breakdowns within the area labeled "unknown'- in this para-

¢
digm. The four named dimensions (source, diréction, function, sign) .
included in the wedge~shaped divisions are sufficient for the obéeryablg
aspects of teacher behavior, but they do not include teacHer bersonali;y
variables, teacher training variables, teacher plannfng variables, etc.,

which are not open to observation. These unknown variables piay an as

yet undefined role in the teacher behavior process as developed.

-

Figure 6. Paradigm of Observer Perception of Teacher Behavior
TEACHER BEHAVIOR RECEPTOR )
Sisn

N

Funct::>\
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As the teacher continues to interact in the situation he makes
the ''selective fittings' in the four major dimensions of teachi =
identified above. The receptors, & student or students, make com-

parable, but not necessarily identical, fittings as they perceive

B S e W

¥ s
the behavior. Non-student receptors, the researchers in this instance, 'E{}
Fitl a "student-1ike" rcie but because of the "unknowns" impinging upon

the receptor entity, that role cannot be said to be identical. Like-

I

@y S

wise, the perceptions of the students are not identical. However, a
large measurs of a teache 's time is devoted tc the task of achieving
goals by possibly disparate m.ans for different students. The re-
searcher as receptor sees the same behavior that the student as

receptor sees, but his special role in the situation is to make

-y N o
.p\iﬁ 13
A b

ciassiTications of what he sees rather than to learn or to achieve

some gcai, as :u the case of student recepters. This process is il-

lustrated in Figure 6. The research observer receptor then "arrests' ,fz
behaviors for the purpose of ciassifying the exhikited dimensions of é :{i‘
teaching. He is invoived in the process of interaction on restricted ;fﬁ
terms. The record he makes is influenced by unknowns impinging upon aE ;;.
him just as there are unknowns influencing the teacher and the receptors. gi §%§
The process of categorizing is similar in nature to receiving instruce = !~?

tion by the studeni--self-evaluation from feedback by the teacher,

Judgments are made as tc the function the behavior serves and its

2 e
5, ok
.
?’,V’

admi {tance or rejection is determined on this basis. While the ob-
h server may make the second type value judgment for himself, he must
- record only the first type judgment, i.e., the function the behavior
serves in the situation. Having observed a function in a given teacher

o behavior, its source, direction and mode are then classified.
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Outline of the instrument for
Categorization of Teacher Classroom Behavior

Y

-

The primary effort of this study was directed toward develop-
ing a system of categéries into which observable teacher behaviors
couid be classifiad., The specimen record or basic comporent of
teacher behavior classified in this study is referred to as an
encounter.

An encounter s a unit of teacher tehavior that serves a
discernible function within a teaching situation. The four dimensions
of teacher behavior change in sequence (pattern and order) during the
teacher performance. Each change in dimension indicates a new en-
counter. For classifiqation purposes, the critical dimension is the

Function Dimension of teaching. Each encounter must have a function.

Behaviors without a discernible teaching purpose are not classified.
An encounter begins when a function is observed. |t eﬁdi

when that behavior has no function or when a shift 1o another teaching
dimension is observed, For example, the teacher may begin by explain-
Ing somathing orally. He may continue to explain by writing and ok
reading in sequence whiie supporting this ''explaining" behavior with
gestures and/or performance of some nature. A change in the Source
Dimension indicates an interruption which is artomatically accompanied

by a change in the Function Dimension and, thus, one encounter gnds

and another begins, Likewise, a shift in the Direction Dimension de-
notes a new encounter if a new function is obsarved, The term
''encounter’ was chosen to emphasize the concept tﬁat a teacher's be-
havior has meaning to the degree that such bahavior is perceived and

ected upon by another person. Ir the classroom setting this person is

typically the student.




R ) o

than on¢ categorv of the Function BRimension.

Al W . A, T vy

A given encoynter is categorized in each of the four dimensions.

As !ndicated above, each encounter may have shifts within the Sign

Furthermore, a given behavior may be classifi~d in more

Any change in the Source

and Dlrection Dimensions indicates a new encounter.

The instrument is presented in brief form below.

“" Y 3o, WP SN O i sedl: 0 PreanSimic b - -
£ ‘5
w
‘ﬁ
e Dimensions.
gr - ) L]
N i. Source Dimension
%: A, Griginate
i' B. Respond
it. Direction Dimension
N A. individual
= B. Group
.
L C. Class
@,
" D. Object
. 183, Sign Dimension
3(-
i? A. Speak
7.
d B. Read
¥
= €. Gesture
o D. Perform
. E. VWrite

w

Indicates the origin of an encounter

The source of the behavior is undiscern~
ible within the classroom setting.

The source of the behavior is some dis-
cernible aspect of the classroom setting.

Indicates the target to which the behavior
is directed,

behavior focused.cn one person,

Behavior focused cn more than one person
but less than the total class.

Bekavior focused on the whele claes,

Behavior focused on inanimate element in
physical environment.

Iindicates the mode of commupication of
an encounter.

Behevior characterized by spentaneous speech,

Behavior characterized by oral reading of
(printed) written matter.

Behavior characterized by purposive body
movement,

Behavior characterized by demonstration,
non-verbal illustration, singing, etc.

Behavior characterized by chalkboard pre=-
sentation, writing on a chart, or overhead
projector foil,
drawing.

etc., but excluding
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F. Silence, - Behavior characterized by an absence of .
: other signs. 5
6. Laugh - Behavior characterized Ly inarticulate £
‘ sourd of mirth or derision. ‘Af
' %
iV, Function Dimension =~ Ind!cates the purpose of the behavior =
‘ within ar ~ncounter. Y%
. - hd A‘(%
A, Structure ~ Set the context and focus of subssguent o
subject matter and/or process. A
. . 1 . - 1 ;3;}
1. Initiate - introduce and launch an activity, task, ’f&
R or area for study. iF
P
2. -Order -. Arrange elements of subject matter and/or 5
process in a systematic manner, R
3. Assign - Designate required activijty.. b
8. Develop - Elaborate and extend within an established L
structure, ;
1. inform - State facts, ideas, concepts, etc. i
2. Expiain - Show reiationship between ideas, objecis, A
principles, etc, : Y
' - [3 L3 . . 8
3. Check = Request infermation concerning understanding. :
L, .Elicit - Solicit a verbal response that states s
facts, ideas, concepts, ete. ‘ . R
‘ ' 4
- PS . » . . N ¢ n s l
5. Test -~ Conduct a written quiz or examination-- S
dictate questions, supply answers, without “
explanation, ;
6. Reinforce - Confirm or sustain an idea, approach, or &
method tihrough reiteration, :
7. Summarize = Restate principal points in brief form,
€. Stimulate - Foster student involvement and participation, o
'3 . o . ) . H : Ié ‘;7:
C. Administer - Execute tasks of classroom routine and %
orocedure, i
1. Manipulate - Arrange elements of the ciassroom environ- g
ment, personal and prnysical. {Cause others b
to do something.) 54
2. Manage Materiel - 3
“"rovide or cocrdinate use of media, 4
.suopliss, or materials. i
e
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3. Routine

h, Proztor
Regul ate

i. Set Standard
2. Support

3. Restrict

L, Assist

. lingquire

6. Monitor-telf
Evaluate

l. Appraise

2, Opine

3. Stereotype

M B T Lo o
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Request information regarding comp! iance
with individual, ciass or school expscta-
tions {reguiations).

Monitor classroom durlng group activity,
testing, student tescher performance, ete,

Establish and maintaln interpersonal
retations.

Impose or guide developrent of standards
of behavior.

Express confidence, commendation, or empathy.

Reprimand, threaten, punish, ete,

Provide personal help; does for.

Ascertain student invclvement,
Recognize and interpret teacheris behavior,
(Check own understanding.)

Ascertain the relevance or correctness of
subject matter and/or process.

Verify by appeal to externai evidence or
authority.

Judge on the basis of personal values and
beiiefs,

React without stated reference to criteria

or person.
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) . RESEARCH ¥IETHOD L

"The central’ objec vz of this study was to develop a taxonomy ‘.\\

g _for the classification of teacher classroom behavior. To accompl ish N
. AN

» tnis alm three specific tasks were envisaged: 2y

B (?) To describe and synthesize the efforts which have been O

. . t : A\';C/;

% made in the field of education in analyzing teacher —==

é’ - (XY \—“-

€ ‘ . X D \,\‘.

“classroom behavior. ’ i

g ' ‘ ol

(2) To develop & taxonomy of teacher classroom behaviors which ol
egccounts for the observable dimensions of interaction in :

% the classroom. N
ﬁ (3) To test empirically the sufficiency of the taxonomy. :
i ‘

These tasks were handled in three major phases. Phase |,

the analvsis phase, included a réview of the iiferature of teacher H
education and related behavioral sciénces. Phase ||, the synthesis : 1

% and specification phase, attempted to integra'te' the classification
systems developed by other studies into one system, Gpérationa'l (:\“
paradigms were developed in Phase iil, the adequacy phase, the *

: : &

% taxonomy was empirically tested and modified as strength_s and in- °q
adequacies became apparent. h - “ _ “

g The procedures for impiementation of fﬁese phases are ,
3 explained in detail. o 9
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Phase | = Analysis

This portion of the investigation was dire?ted specifically
toward objective 1. The ressarch steff made & thorough search of ‘the

I1terature of teacher education, identifying, studying, and abstract-
ing efforts such as those enurerated in the review of i
various aspects of teacher classroom behavior. A simiiar sescch
of parallel studies in other social process fields was conducted in
an effort to gain insights which showed p;omise for illuminating or
classifying teacher behavior. The purpcse of the search was to
identify dats impljcitly and explicitly related to teacher classroom
behavior and tc combine these data intu systems of classification.
A working paper was prepared on each of the studies, These
papers were presented and discussed by the project staff during
study sessions. This was followed by an opportunity to discuss
aspects of the tentative findings witk scholarly specialists iﬁ the
field of teacher education. These contracts and consultations we-eo
made in conjunction with Cooperative Research Project F«015, An

Analvsis _and Projection of Ressarch in Teacher Education,

The analysis of the research included comparisons of
specific results, areas of concern of the studies, assumptions,
hypotheses and variables ideatified in each study.

On the basis of the survey and analysis of related investi-~
gaticns, a series of working models were projected in an effort to
identify the sssential elements of teacher behavior. Thess model s,

in turn, provided a basis for the activities of Phase il.
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' Phase It - Synthesis and Specification .

Phase t1 involved the integration, synthesis, and transiatien

eEy 898

of the relevant portions of the work of other invastigators into a

>
oy
22

taxcnomy and several paradigms. This was accomplished by the project

staff through: (1) extending the developed systems of classification

to cover possible gaps and (2) integrating, i.e., logically rejating
the categories of one system to another by subsuming the specific

under the more general. Initial categories were checked threugh

BN S

1ive ciassroom observations during whicin examples of specific be-

hkaviors were recorded and analyzed. Further observations provided

wprpe s
PRy =

evidence of behaviors which were difficult or impossible to categorize
under the rubrics developed tc that point on the basis of the synthetic

approach. Frequent references were made to the examples and resuits

e A e

of such studies as thuse conducted by Flandérs, Smith. Bellack, and

Hughes. The results of this effort were then distributed to selected

st
/

original "nvestigators recruited earlier. Their reactions and sug-

gestions were considered by the project steff and operational

definitions of categories were developed for the third phase.

&=

Phese I!i - Assessment and Modification

&3

Phase 1{| was desicned to empirically test and subsequently
modify the paradigms and antecedent taxonomy develcped for this study.

It was divided into four major activities: (!) the conducting of a

S &2

pilot study at the University cf Arizona, (2) the modification of the

Initial categcries and operational definitions, (3) the conducting of

e

the major sufficiency study, and (&) the analvsis of the results of

Eg the déta collected in the sufficiency study.
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initial Field Study.--The initial Field Study necessitated .

(17 training the observers, (2) selection of participating schools,
(3) establishing observacion procedures and techniques; aitd (b)
evaluating the dete for rel! ~  ty of classification.

Folloving the initial development of the instrument for
classification, members of the project staff held a series of meet~

ings with a field study team at the University of Arizona. At that

time, the field study team became Familiar with the purpases of the

*

project, the initial classification instrument and operational cate-

gories, and the proceduras to be followed in the pilot study, The
field team in turn, undertook a;training program in preparation for
the pilot observations and the initial try-out of the system of
classification,

Subjects.--Under the leadership of the field study team at

the University of Arizona, twenty-nine classes were selected in

seven different school seitings in and around Tucson, A range of

Suvject matter teaching and grade leval of classrooms was sought.

Arrangements for selection of the schools were made through the
Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education and the Administra-
tive Asgistant to the Superintendent for Tucson School District #'.

A representative cross-section of the communi ty in genera!l wasﬁéought
in school identification.

In the final group of classes selected, the student popui a-
tions represented a range from "lTower-lower middle' class to 'middle"
and 'upoer-middle' ¢lass populatinn at the elementary and junior high
school levels, one high school accepting students from all socio-

ecoriomic classes, and a four-year university of approximately 18,000
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students. In the !at%er instance, fiQe observations werc in under-
graduzte classes, one in a graduate class and one in a combined s
graduate and undergraduate class in the College of Education.

The principals of each of the public schoe!'s were con-
tacted and wiliingly gave their suppert to the project. In each
csge the principal made arrangements for the observations with
those teachers who were interested in participating in the project.
Observations were conducted at all grade levels except kindergarten
and third grade. Table | shows a breskdown by grade and subject

matter of observations conducted in the pilot study.

Procedures.~-A team of two observers conducted the 1ive

classroom observations using the instructions and instruments pre-
pared by the research staff. Each observer categorized the same
teacher behavior in a given classroom independantly and made notes
of behaviors which could not be classified. The primary aim was to
check the sufficiency of the categories that had been developed in
the initial phases of the project. A subsidiary aim was to determine
the relative utility of differing recording instruments and tgchniqqes,
Two d%fféreﬁt forms (A and B) for recording observations were
used. (See Appendix C) 'lt wés proposed that sach form be used
observations conduéted at 5-; 10-, and 15-second intervals as well
as with an untimed observation. (The initial instrument and coding
instructions ;re fﬁcluded in Apbendices A and B.) However the ob-
servers discovered during the training period that the S-secord
interval was unrealistic because of the complexity of the system of

categories used for classification. it was necessary to cognitively
g g

categorize, then transpose that categor:zatlon ontc the checksheeh

vy,
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Table |

Grade Level ond Subject Matter Distributions of Field Study Observations

Grade Number of
Level Observations Subject Matter Observed
| 3 Arithmetic, Safety, Reading
2 2 Remedial Reading, Reading
4 2 Social Studies, Arithmetic
5 3 Spelling, Social Studies, English
6 2 Reading (advanced), Reading (slow)
7 2 Science, English
& 2 Mathematics and History
9 2 Reading and English, Remedial Reading
'0 2 General Business and Mathematics
R ] Chemistry
12 1 American Problems
Coliege 6% Tests and Measurements, Music for Ele-
Undergraduate mentary Teachers, Teaching of Reading,
Social Foundations, Mathematics for
Elementary Teachers, Reading
Graduate — 2% {ounsel ing Techniques, Reading

*Includes one class in which both graduates and under~
graduates participated. Therefore, total is meore than actua! observations.
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/

while making certair that the proper interval and categories had

been checked. Two or more checks had tc be made on a2 sheet con-

- Pl
&
‘EA '3 éa

taining twenty-thre2 possibilities for each time interval,

Furthermore, at that stage in development of the instruments, visual

T evte
3
!

verification of length of eiapsed time -between categorization nad to
be made by referenc> to a ciock whose sweeping second hand was
ciearly visible to the observers. No functional guide sheets for
the recording instrument had been-developed at that time.

Form B (see Appendix () provided a-grid system developed

, I \‘\“\
v Uenad  Gows

— from two dimensions, the Sign Dimension and Function Dimension, and

necessitated the use of successive numbers with a distinctive symbol

RGN
E‘-‘ Y‘i‘j

for each instance ¢f change in the Source Dimension. :Form B was

3

20 designed to provide a procedure for categorizing all behavior, but

“re .), )‘
tﬂs"i,gﬁ

™

because of the difficulties they experienced in-handlirg . it, the ob-

t\\ j -;‘.:

servers in the pilot study used this form for only two untimed ! )

observations. it was their subjective judgment :hat Form B of fered

A
)
s

. @ little improvement over Form A. Efforts at using Form B in the

e
2

A

" training period demonstrated that it was more difficult to handle

mechanically and yielded less reliable results.

S

. The participants in the pilot study made recommendations for

i

imorovements in. the mechanical organization of procecures and modifi-

cations in category definiticns -as well as providing a series of

| .~
- - :
RO e o
e R i
Wikl W |

examples of behaviors which were difficult or impossible to cate-

gorize. These resul ts were communicated to the project staff and -
used as a hasis for .revision of the system for c¢lassification.
A valuable activity of the pilot study was the preparastion

of two 15-minute simultaneous sound films which were made during two

— - -
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. observations of the classes by the observers. These films were made

s/. available to the project staff and were used to check the results of

3 the two pilot study teami against the results ot the pilot observa- f
tions. The degree of reliabi\iEy between the judaments of the pilot Eg

i' observers and the research staff was checked through the use of tnese

films.

Reliability of Observations - Piiot Study.--A percentage of

£203

congruencs was computed for each observation made during the pilot

study in order to pro' ide an indication of the degree of reliability

el A
=

possible at this stage of development of the system of categories.

The reliability was camputed in the following manner:

ARl & €D Y

The checks for each time interval were inspected for congruence
between the two observers. Whenever there was a discrepancy in
y one or more of the checks within a time jnterval it was marked

é: as an error. The total number of arrors was subtracted from

;; the tctal number of intervals for the observation and the per-

centage of congruence was thern computed.

-

o The percentage of congruencs ranged from 70 to 98 with the

-

S mod:al percentage being 92, the median 65, and the mean 87.9. As

\

might be expected, .the percentage of congruence tended to increase
n with increased famiiiasrity and ~outinization of the observational

procedures. Table #2 provides a summary of the pilot team reliability.

>

. It should be noted that the .tendency toward congruence increased at
the higher grade levels. A subjective ''fealing’' reported by the ob-
N servers was that a ''closed” or ''structured’’ classroom situation

produced a higher percentage of observer coagruence than did an

Yopen'' o+ '‘permissive’ one,
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Teble 2
:\L a Percent of Congruence by Grade Level and Subject Matter of Classroom
Observations During the Pilot Study
g o Percent of Time
f % Grade Level Subject Cungaruence [nterveal
/,/; 4 Arithmetic 84 15
s 0 2 Reading 83 K
3 k2 5 Social Studies 85 P
1 Arithmetic 70 i5
i § i Safaty 73 i5
& ] Reading 78 15
T 2 Remedial f._ading 95 {5
- 5 Engl ish 91 10
| 6 Reading (slow) 92 15
< 6 Individual Reading 80 i5
i (advanced)
=+ g College Music 93 15
’I College Tests and Measurements 92 15
i College Counsel ing Technique 98 15
N % Graduate
i ot Spelling RA 15
o L Social Studies 77 15
i S Reading-Remedial 81 0
\é 9 Reading 97 15
< ‘i 10 Mathematics 8L 10
> 10 General Business 73 10
, % 11 Chemistry 76 15
12 American Precblems 82 10
“ 8 History 92 10
S 8 Mathematics 78 i
- % 7 English 8¢ i0
. 7 Science 88 10
°r = Coilege Teaching of Reading 93 Untimed
A, g College Sociai Foundations S1.3 Untimed
College Mathematics for 83 10
Elementary Teachers
S 51 College Reading 93 15
i ﬁ Graduate and
o ve-dergraduate
¥ E
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Modification of the Initial Instrument and Procedures

Analysis of the pilot study focused on (i) the adecuacy of the
four dimensions of the classification system, (2) the efficiercy of
procedures for observation, and (3) the usabiiity of equipment and
instruments designed to aid data colisction. The analysis indicated
that revisions were necessary to make ths ipstrument more compre-
hensive, the procedures 2asier to follow, and the mechanics of
observation and categorization more precise.

fmes) am 2t M

Particular insdequacies were noted in the Sign Dimension and

Function Dimension of the system for classification in terms of its

abitity to disciriminate among all observabl. teacher behaviors. The
iist of verbal and non-verbal behaviors which were not considered
classifiable by the pilot study team was used as the basis for re-

vision of the instrument. Since the system is situationally tased

tione of the

N

itua

t
-

-t

ions in which some of the
cehaviors occurred were not provided by the Arizona team, it was
necessary to disregard some suggestions made or to hypothesize
alternative situations which would make the coding of an encounter
impossible or at best ambiguous. Various categories in the Sign
Dimension were expanded and redefined as a result of this procedure
and now categories were added to handie non-extempoianeous verbal
behaviors reported by the pilot team.

An analysis of the uncodable samples included in the pilot
study data indicate? 2 lack of breadth in the DEVELOP and REGULATE

categories of the Function Dimension as twell as the necessity for

Eroader definitions of sub-categories in the ADMINISTER categoiy.
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1

Addi tional suygestions designed to make further distinctions
within the sub-categories already developed were put aside until the
reliability of the system and the validity o ihe categories and sub-

categories had been checked

The nrosadurac vore modified to slimin
e r -y W LLEE Y 2 . ey - B 2 T

afa “ha e
'''''' .l“ LR 4 e

of the

*

five-second time interval for coding during observavicn on the strength
of the recommendation of those involved in the pilot study Comparison
of the coding data indicated that the five-second time span provided
no information or descriptions beyond that available from use of the
untimed and forced 10- and i5-second timed observations.

In order to aleviate the mechanical problem of havinzg to
refer to a common timepiece for synchronization of observations, a
tape recording as made of numbers in sequermce o Correspond wvith the
snieets upon shich the record of observations was being made Since
filmed sequences of teaching bshavior were to be used in the nex*

sieps in tne development of the taxonomy, the tape cou:d be played
during the observation w!thout causing distraction of the viewers.

A finai modificetion at this stage of develvpment was the
preparation of a category guide vhich could be mored across the check
sheet to wmaintain tie proper time-interval on the grid being used.

Having thus revised thz instrument and procedures, the major vail-

<

daticn study was undertaiter,

Major Validation Study’
The next step ir the process of developing the taxonomy -as
the tastiiig of the system of classification and instrumenvs througn
the use of filmed szquences of spontanecus teacher behaviors as date

sources. the major validitlieon study vas pursued in the following

Y« AR AEN L e 1 I M NPT A s, n T Pl A D 5 SNSRI 10287 N - - - VIR T RATEY g JAT N sV 5 £ AP o £ e .

PR T

ds,;.
t

- . p J— - 2 P oo i TN o paents gl 2 SRR, Gre ) e
T\ T T T T\ T B T M T L TR T - e MR T U R VT R
s oy AR N . - - - - BRI . ; L ARG A,\Aev;_.
< - . B N N py P - ~
. . N %

734

lﬁ’qf,:‘g/

2

e

)h)l/:{
b
Y

SR 8

%



. - ;
) O - = PR P . e ok, M I TRl % L5l sl UV PO £t s A SN Wi b ¢ 4w m omeme S e b w7 mewem e e s

i
.::‘ | , . . . . " $
s manner: (i) sources of data were investigated, (2) criteria for ég

selection of kinescopes were established, (3) kinescopes were

€23

seiectes, (4) observers were trained, and (5) data was collected

by observation of kinescopes.

6223

Data Sources.--A listing of available records of teacher

 Zeeth

classroom behavior was made through corresponderce with several

educational institutions. TFhe project directors then visited those

institutions which could make their materials available for research

use. Scores of kinescopad records of teaching were previewed in an

A

effort to secure a sufficient number to ccmplete the validation of

£
Sl o

the system of classification. Many difficulties were encountered

before the final selection was made. {1t was discovered that ver
Y

ot

a-re

few unstructured kinescoped records of teacher behavicor were avai!l-
able. HMost of what is availablie has utilized videotape for recording,
and permission has not been secured from the teacher and student sub-

jects so that distribution and use of these records of teacher behavior

i

by others was not possibie, One further difficulty was that the buik
of such material was produced to illustrate specific concepts, ap~

proaches, and methodologies so the tesaching behavior had been planned

= T8

and staged.

Lriteria for Selection.--Kinescopes were selected on the

foilowing criteria:

{(}) Quality of reproduction;

(2) The spontaneous nature of the presentation; no staged
teacning sequences by professional actors were admissibie;

D

(3) Variety of subject matter taught;
(Y Wariety of grade level of studenirc;

(5) Range of behaviors anticipated on the basis of judgment
during the preview observation.
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Kinescoped sequences of 25 different classrooms were selected.
With the exception of Physical Education, examples of performance type
teaching activity were not included in the materials selected. it had
been hoped that materials in such subjects as music, art, and home
economics could be found, but none were available for inclusion in
the study.

Because the filmed sequences were of spontaneous classroom
behavior, the quality of reproduction was not uniformly good. How-
ever, frequent observation of a singie episode made it possible to
understand the oral communication in nearly all instances. The
visual porti?n of the films caused no difficulty. Because the camera

* .
Py ] w2
extensive stugent participa

oni provided relativeiy Tewer minutes of

coverazge of teacher behavior., This was to be expected, however, as
a result of the selection process. 0ne social studies film provided
a very ''open'' discussion-type lesscn; another a smali group, unit
approach; a shorthand ciass provided the teaching and review of a
skiil area;-physical education furnished examples of teaching motor
skilis; a mathematics sequence illustruted the teaching of abstract
math concepts; Spanish provided examples of introducing pupiis to a
new area of study. Each film provided either what is commonly
identified as a unique approach or a different subject matter at a
different grade ievel.

The filmed sequences included both male and female teachers,
public school and university demonstration school teachers. Some of
the lessons were characterized Ly a parlicular style of teaching,

methodologicai approach or technique; others were completely
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unstructure?, spontaneous examples of teaching typical of public ‘i

school instruction. The use made of the film by the producing in-

stitution was not considersd in either the selection or the observation

oy and categorization of the benhavior. in all cases the teacher in the :
“% kinescope was a regular classroom teacher contfronting children with J 2
i? whom he was familiar in the teacher-student relationship. Table #3 %

%i presents qrade l2vel and subject matter of the films used in the E%

ﬁ; validation study. ’ ’

Eﬁ Training Procedure.--Four members of the research staff, one %

;ﬁ of whom had worked on the development and revision of the system of

l} classification category definition and instruments, undertook a | Eg

“g‘(

. training and familiarization period. They used the two films of

teacher behavior produced by the University of Arizona field study

team during their live classroom observations. A kincscope of five: %g
E ] ) %}
.. short excerpts of classroom teaching, wnich provided different ex-
[
o amples of subject matter, content, and varicus teaching techniques,
-0
S
) was also used for training purposes. i;
= All four coders met together to study and discuss the classi-

fication system and coding procedures. The films seiected for the g%

training period were viewed by the group as a whole to help familiar-

ize them with the categorization system. At first, specific teacher

behaviors were noted and examples of them discussed and analyzed.

F
v
A

%; Practice in categorizing total observable behavior of short sequences o
?f was undertaken. Besides group viewings of the training films, each EE

] individual viewed the films and practiced categorizing the behaviors

independently unti! he felt cumfortabie with the system, the instru-

ments, and the procedures. 7The group was divided into two teams of
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Table 3 \gg

m
b -
Y
X
X

Distribution by Grade Level and Subject Matter of Kinescopes Used in 3
g% Major Vaiidation Study -

Grade 3 Spanish 5

Grade 2 Language Arts (Graphemes)
Grade 4 Mathematics
- Elementary Science
gg Elementary Social Studies
e El ementary Mathematics
Junior High (Mentally Retarded) Physical Education
i Junior High Cors
G Grade 8 Geography
Grade 8 Mathematics
F Grade 9 Social Studies
§§ Grade 9 Social Studies g
Grade 9 Mathematics - Algebra | s
) Grade 10 Mathematics B
B Grade 10 Science .
= Grade 10 Biology
High Schoe! gErnglish N
Grade 11 Shorthand (Reai 1) &
Grade 11 Shorthand {Reel 11) )

Grade 12 Shorthand
Grade 12 Physics a

P Grade 12 English 3

Grade 12 Social Studies

College Mathematics for Elementary
2 Teachers B
: College Reading
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N two members each to provide a basis for establishing reliability of
classification. E3ach team then worked out responsibilities for

running the projector and tape recorder and procedures for attaining

Al

maximum synchronization of the timed audio tape and kinescope. When

ﬁ trial observations indicated that the members of each team had at-

. tained a fair degree of consistency in observation and categorization,
2, the validation study was undertaken.

=

s Data Collection.-~First, each team of two members viewed a

kinescope completely through without interruption. During this
viewing, initial classifications were made of the behaviors and
patterns of behaviors that the teacher utilized. Each kinescope was

> then viewed three more times. The observed behavicrs weie classified

& three times--once with a forced coding at each !5-second interval,

once with a forced coding at each 10~-second interval, an. once at

random, without any set time interval. The latter procedure demanded
a continuous categorization of all evidences of new or changing be-
o haviors. After viewing about half the kinescopes, both teams decided

that it was easier to classify the pattern of teacher behaviors in

f? some of the films than in others and agreed that a partial viewing
% was sufficient to preparz the team for the validation process.
;{ Members of the teams worked independeritly and did not compare

results until iz zategorization of each film had been complieted.

¥
oy e
N

Upon completion of the first coding of a kinescope, the members of

the team compared the results of their coding and 4% -ussed any

/ll;l . ‘)"

Ay 1
e

problems of timing, uncodable behaviors, or difficulty in hearing the

P 4
.

audio~reproduction. A rough estimate of observer congruence was made

e by marking each time interval in which one or more disagreements in
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coding took place. MN-tes were taken on particular areas of difficulty
in categorization. While each team was free to proceed with the view-
ing of the filmed sequences as it wished, reference to Tables #4 and
#5 show that observations occurred approximately in the same sequence
and that congruence on time interval observations was high. Follow-
ing the initial yiewing of the kinescopss, the usual pattern was to
categorize the behavior at the 15-second interval first, hut there
were exceptions to this procedure. If the pattern of the sequence
seemed fairly simple and constant, an untimed categorization or 10-
second categorization may have been made first.

The untimed observations were conducted initialiy for short
excerpts of each kinescope. The projector was allowed to run until
one or both members of the team encountered difficulty in categoriza-
tion of the teacher behaviors. At that time the projector was stopped
and the team members compared results of their coding and discussed
compone 1ts of the teacher behavior which had proven difficult or im-
possibie tc categorize. Notes werc made of uncodable behaviors for
later discussion. The projector was then turned on again and observa-
tion continued until the next point of difficulty. Because the films
had been viewed at least three times prior to this untimed categoriza-
tion, the observers were able to anticipate the major behaviors and
talk «bout the difficult points as thcy came up. @ne team found that
by the end of the validation phass they couid continue for twenty
minutes on some kinescopes without stopping the machine.

When it was discovered that the inter-team's time-interval
congruence was not improving with familiarity with the instrument,
an effort was made to determine the cause. Difficulty in synchroni-

zation of observations was suspected. Therefore, four observations
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.
of two films were conducted simultaneously by ail four team members >
to permit a comparison of resuits for this factor.
Form A was used to record the time-interval observations.
Two colors of Form A were used for ease in handling during the analy- E}
¢is of data. Blue shects were used for 10-second observations and
N
yetlow sheets for I5-second observations. Form B, which had been é@ '91
sonsidered unwisldly by the pilct study group, was used throughout Ea :}ﬁ
this phase «f the study for the untimed categorization., Copies of the _:
ravised instrument, the detailed coding instructions, and observation f§' t
forms are included in Sppendicez D, E, and F respectively. ;n:
Foliowing the testing of the categories and instrument with E§ ‘
the kinescope seguences, one member of each team formed a new team. i
These two then conductaed & series of six observations of live class- S
room teaching in 2 local elementary public school. Two observations Ez ;%
were made in cach of three rooms using form B of the instrument in an B
untimed categorization. One observation wzs made in each ciass on Eé g
?g succeeding days. A variety of situations was observed. The average /]

s
3
i
> ~
N

- length of time spent in categorization of behavior in each classroom -

- was about 25 minutes.

‘
[
LD

or After coding the behavicr, the two observers compared taeir "
= categorizations and made notes of special conditions to be considered

in analyzing the data.

e o
"
g’ﬁ_i:__ s

& Procedures for Analysis of Data

talt
aerey

Following data collection, analysis proceeded in this order:

(1) comparisons were made of the different timed observations; (2) ad-

s
A

- justments of discrepencies in coding were made; (3) information was

2 te”
™3 =3
* New " e
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collated; (4) srofiles of teacher behaviers were prevared, and, (5]
tabulaticns of substitute codings were made. The originai research
proposal did not envisage the use of time-interval observations in the
collection of data. This procedure was undertaken in an effort to
hendie the great nuinb
ordinary classroom situation. !t was expected that the initial ob-
servations with a set time-intervai would permit clearer selection
of behaviors and categorization. Having recorded data under these
three different circumstances for the same teaching situation, it then
became necessary to compare the types of data collected in each type
observation and the sufficiency of the system of classification in
each of the differing observation procedures., The observations made
at forced time intervals provided a basis for checking the reiiabiiity
of coding both within teams as well as between teams.

Adjustrents were made on the timed sheets to eliminate the
errors resulting from lack of synchreonization of observation. All

instances of disagreement of categorization wherein ong of the
9 g

coders marked the Sign Dimension SILENCE and the other marked ainother

dimension were discounted in making comparisons of accuracy of cate-
gorization. All differences in the coding for each class at each time
interval were then recorded on a single sheet, using difi{erent symbols
to indicate the coding made by each recorder.

Profiles were prepared for each teacher on the basis of tha un-
tined observations. A composite profile was prepared on the basis of
each team's data.

Finaliy, a tabulation was made of all substitutions recorded

within the Function Dimensien by each observer.
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CHAPTER V

SYSTEM FOR CLASSIFICATION

o 7
.

i This study grew out of & concern for developing a means by

L

which the content and procedures of teacher education might be made

2

g’ more demonstrably reievant to the acts of teaching. The question of
&

Y GAARA

L ',I;Yh,

wnat knewledge i< basic to the development and cortrol of classroom
teaching behavior is essentialily an empirical one, since teaching is
an activity with unique elements, patterns, and functions. Teaching
must be studied in its own right if it is to be understood and, thus,
some degree of control over it be realized. A necessary first step

was to identify and study the range of classroom teacher behaviors.

The primary effort was directed toward developing a system of Jiscrete

categories into which observabie teacher beiaviors could be classified.

>

A View of Teaching
At its most global level, teachirg is viewed as a process of
interaction between teacher and student or students within a superior-
subordinate relationship. Teaching is governed by the expsctation
that learning wiil result from this process of interaction. Teacher
behaviors and learner behaviors, through interaction, are interde-
pendent. It is recognized that teacher and learner may interchange

roies, but a teacher as teacher behaves in a manner distinct from the

behavior of the teacher when the roles are exchanged. This study was
/; ” restricted to the description of observable teacher bzhaviors which

are purposeful in nature and have a direct relationship to the role

n

of the teacher as teacher in a classroom. Thus, each behavior

79
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viewsed as fulfilling a teaching function. Chapter {1l made explicit

the rationale undergirding this view of teaching.

-
L)
tEq; V‘SEE

f? Dimensions of Teacher Behavior

]

(F33

- The basic component of teacher bahavior classified is called

an gncounter. Ernccunter is defined as a unit of behavior that serves

|

a discernible function within a teaching situation. Each encounter
must have a function and behaviors without purpose are not classified.

An encounter begins when a function is observed and ends when that be-

ET8 85

havior has no function or when a shift to anothar teaching dimension

is observed. Teaci.er behavior is viewed as having four dimensions-~

the Source Dimension, the Direction Dimension, the Sign Dimension,

and the Function Dimension. One or more classifications are made in

36

each dimension for each encounter according to the definitions and

explanations presented below.

. v
%
Mool

Sourze Dimension

- I A

e

A fed e,

The Source Dimension indicates the origin of a given

- encounter. Since all teacher behavior may be viewed as response to

some type of stimulus, the distinction betweer the two source categor es

£m = D

(RESPOND and ORIGINATE) is determined on the basis of immediacy of .
stimulation.
Originate. Teacher behavior is coded ORIGINATE if it appears that 2%

the tezcher serves as the source of the behavior in
e ) . - '\: » . . .

Dk that there is no aspect of the ciassroom situation which provides
an immediately discernible explanation of the behavior. The undis-

cernible stimulation may be district expectations, professional

!

- s s | m—n g ot T S it e Y e TR Y R e R T WP AT N T
ORI N N MR S P S RO B N LAY A N




T P e S O . g o L . R Y W et s b s VR AT 5o St e, Y50 o, 8 a2 (20 SRS ) Skt e £ LR S Jr——

81

training, teacher pianning, etc., but the teacher is not interacting

g@ with elements in the immediate ciassroom environment,

Examples .

e teye— bt ret———

“Susai, witi you read nexi?!
"For the next few days it will be important for us
to work in our small groups. During this time you
shouid collect your material and prepare your re-
ports.'

The teacher walks into the classroom and stands in
: frent of the room waiting for students to take their
seats and to become quiet,

- The teacher is silent for an extended period while a

student is responding to a solicitation made by the

teacher.*

Af ter hearing the answer to a question the teacher
v *

esti
says, '"Okay, let's take the next one, '#&

Respond. Teacher behavior is coded RESPOND if the behavior is

in resporise to some discernible aspect of the class~

..
.
>
B
°

S
i
I

R
-

room cetting, i.e., stv nt, instructional device, classroom

iy
¥ t

' disturbance, etc., sirn - *he teacher ergages in the particular be-

7 Eé havior in response to that source. The teacher's behavior may be

T e
[ g
T

‘ % “Since the focus of this study is limited to teacher behavior,
.. the categorization of the examples which inciude a sampling of student
behavior is concerned with the teacher's behavior alone. Instances of
i %; student behavior are included cnly tc provide situational informatiop
necessary for the establishment of the proper categorv within each
ﬂ dimension.
] **|If the teacher comments on or reacts to the student's behavior
the source is then changed to RESPOND. However, if the teacher continues
ﬂ” to pursue his questioning, turns to another subject or provides ad-
. di ditional information without giving recognition to the student's partici-
i ration the ORIGINATE category is continued,

- 3\-'?‘( ,,'ﬂ \»},,’V“ j[\" L~ P T‘iyﬁ A ?S{m 17 S IR T e . T L3 ¢,
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ei ther verbal or non-verbal. While this distinction i35 nor made

s at the time of categorization it is necessary to provide examples

e R

= of both verbal and ncn-verbal behaviors to illustrate the variety

of behaviors categorized and previde the background information

necessary to make situational decisions for categorization.

w
At

e Examples

% The student asks, '"Are we going to gc to the library
. today?'' and the teacher answers, Do you think that
P a trip to the library is necessary at this time?"

The teacher pulis down the window shade tc keep
light from shining in the eys:s of a student.

B &2 &3

P,

Upon hearing bell, the teacher says, ''We'll have

¢ to finish this discussion tomorrow.'

’ The teacher motions to student who is talking to his ﬁ,

- neighbor indicating that he should turn around and

) be quiet.

. During a discussion of the planning of a social -

3 studies unit, the teacher asks a question to which

o a student responds. In turn, the teacher says, B

fﬁ "I'm not sure that | agree with you, John, but '

" 111 put it down {writing on the blackboard) any-

. way. After we have studied a littie more maybe v

' you'll change your mind.''” '

- Rirection Dimension i

¥ The Direction Bimension indicates the target (re-

1 N

7 ceptor) to which the teacher behavior is directed. In the interactive ng
teaching process, the behavior of the teacher has a receptor or re- . im

e ceptors. The four cstegories which compose this dimension {INDIVIDUAL,

“1 : * [ 3 -

[l in this encounter only the teacher's statement and activity iﬁ

included in quotation marks are coded RESPOND.

) - - . - e = Ve " 7 " - T ——
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GROUP, CLASS, and OBJECT) are differentiated on the basis of composi=

tion of the classroom situation, arrangement of the classroom situation

H

and/or behavior which specifies the target (receptor).

Behavior that focuses on one person is coded

INDIVIDUAL. It may be a case of special

individualized instruction,

personal assistance, or extemporancous attention to the request or

needs of a single student.

Behavior that focuses on more than one person but

fewier than the total class is coded GROUP.

This may occur during

special group activity periods, extemporanecus activity in which the

teacher selects out several students for

regular routine such as when the teacher

. . al
v ltunch to !

- PP [ . R S
fi€ Up Lo wWasHn tneir nands

coats, etc.

Behavior which focuses

the purposes of the class period is coded CLASS.

special attention, or in
requests all those staying

or aill girlis to get their

on all students present for

The absence of a

student or students because of illness or in pursuit of a routine

activity, i.e., private music lessons, restroom, administrative er=-

rand, etc., is not sufficient to change the CLASS focus.

Behavior which focuses on an inanimate element in

the physical environment of the classroom is coded OBJECT.

This in-

¢ludes behavicrs in which teecher attention is directed to running the

slide projector, setting up experiments and other preparatory activity

undertaken before the endeavor to present the lesson to the class.

Sign Dimension

The Sign Dimension indicates the mocde of communica-

tioni of a given encounter.

Behavior characterized by spontaneous
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=3

speech is coded SPEAK. The bulk of cral transmissions will fall within

this category.

3

Oral behavior that involves the reading of written
material is coded READ. Included are such behaviors as reading test
items, supplementary material, interpretative reading in English or
speech classes, or giving dictation in shorthand, English, etc.

Behavior that entails purposive movement of the body
such as to point a finger, nod the head, or indicate size, shape, etc.,

by some movement of the body or appendages is coded GESTURE.

em &3 3 £33

Behavior that involves the demonstration of scientific

L i

phenomena, the exhibition of pictures or illustrations, drawing

pictures, illustrations, graphs, etc., singing., piano playing or

g3

dramatic representation is coded PERFORM.

Behavior that communicates through writing, suci as

use of the chalkboard to present an outline, transcribe a mathematics

problem, .ote ideas from class discussion, etc., is coded WRITE. The

presentation of numbers and symbols is included within this category,

but the drawing of mathematicai figures is included under PERFORM.

Behavior that is characterized by inarticuiate
sounds of mirth and/er derision is coded LAUGH. it may be in unison

with the class or individual.

The absence of any other sign dimension is coded

eEw & e

SILENCE. This category accounts for behaviors primarily of two iypes.

When the teacher has asked a question or permitted a student to inter-

[ deite

rupt, no classification is made under the function dimension. When

the teacher has structured the situation so that the students are

A
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engaged in an activicy of their own which does not vequire aztive
teacher participation but the ieacher walks abcut the room or stands
and observes students, the sign dimension remains SILENCE with a
function classification oi ADMINISTER, Proctor.

Frequently more than one mode of behavior will ocear
within a given encounter. While each mode may appear in isolation,

dual end triple manifestations or signs are both possibie and common.

The possible combinations and examples of dual modes of behavior

fellow:

SPEAK-GESTURE: The teacher calis on someone and pcints at him
at the same time,

SPEAK-PERFORM: While conducting an experiment in science cliass
the teacher describes what he is doing or dis-
cusses the procedures.

SPEAK-WRITE: ""The shorthand symbol for 'acceptable! is
written like this.'' (While speaking he is
writing on the board.)

READ-GESTURE: While reading from the arithmetic textbook the
teacher motions to the student to turn around
in his seat.

READ~PERFORM: While dictating from the shorthand textbook the

teacher is handling a stopwatch with which he
is timing the exercise.
READ-WRITE: The teacher reads a mathematics problem from a
book while writing it on the board.
GESTURE-PERFORM: While using a film strip projector the teacher
indicates with his hand that a child should sit
down in his seat.
GESTURE-WRITE: (This combination is possible but was not cbserved.)
While writing on the board, the teacher nods ap-
proval of a student utterance or behavior.
PERFORM-WRITE: (This combination of modes of behavior is also a
possibility which was not observed.)

While operating an overhead projector, the teacher
couid write on the transparency.

e LT b . = = W % AT ki e 2 awme Meafete v m e ams em e m e e e T A e T P T L S e e
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', LAUGH-GESTURE: While laughing, the teacher motions for the &
' class to become quiet or for a student to
sit down.
LAGGH-PERFORH: Whiie assisting a student with an experiment

involving air pressure, the teacher laughs at
a student's efforis to blow a paper off a
funnel,

= &2

- LAUGH-WRITE: While writing on the board, the teacher joins
R the class in laughter at an error he makes.

e

Triple occurrences are much less frequent but also

t
E=%

pessibie. Some teschers are particularly susceptible to this type »f

compliex behavior.

= SPEAK-GES TURE-PERFORM: While directing a stream of air across the
top of a piece of paper the teacher nods in
agreement to the student's reply and says,
'"Yes, removing the pressure on the top of
the paper cauzes the edge to curl up.i

R

SPEAK-GESTURE-WRITE: The teacher nods in agreement and writes
the student's response on the board whiie
saying, 'That's correct.”

vt

v

\j SPEAK~PERFORM-WRITE: While operating the overhead projector the
4ok teacher writes on the transparency and com-
& ments on the information he is writing.
2 READ-PERFORM-GESTURE: Shorthand teacher nods to reassure student
s while timing a dictation exercise which
> the teacher is reading.
) READ-GESTURE-WR!TE: While shaking his head no, the teacher
= reads the correct response from a book
oy and writes the term which was missed on
) the board. '"The 2bscissa of a point in
o which the graph of the equatior cuts the

x-axis is called the x-intercept."
("x-intercept" is written on the board. )

Function Dimension

vy

The Function Dimension provides a system of categories

-

8 &EX I ) iy &S

for coding the significant teacher behaviors in terms of goal-directed

o learning or the purpnse the teacher serves in the classroom. A variety

cn =
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of goals have been established by our pluralistic society for the

schcols, While any given set of goais or-objectives may contain more

D el @

or fewer statements than another, the teacher’s role in meeting these

objectives has been conceptualized as involving three sssential tasks.

[

These tasks are oriented toward subject matter or content, inter-

of the learning process.. Five major categories encompass the purposes

(7 2 R ]

of the teacher behavior and form the runction Dimension. They are:
Y

STRUCTURE, DEVELOP, ADMINISTER, REGULATE, and EVALUATE.

BES

While in a classical system of classification each

categorized in only one way, the system cf classification

)
(74
o
®
o
3
®
3
o

iii
personal relations between teacher and student, and the facilitation g
%%

deviced o this study takes into consideration the interrelatedness

of a teacher's behavior and permits classification of & given specimen

fj

El (encounter) in more than one way. !n short, an encounter may serve v
more than one function.

g STRULTURE !

Encounters which STRUCTURE set the context for sub- e

sequent behaviors by initiating, piroviging focus. and !aunching a

KL

full unit, 2 single class sgssion, or a single topic. Both subject ~
matter and/or process may be objects of STRUCTURE. Decisions are EE
made by the teacher relative to what is to be studied, the frameworlk !

in . which study is (G proceed, how elements of study are to be

ool S Ao

ordered, and what student activities are to be required. The

Sl
—A
L]
']

Order, and Assign.

structuring function is achieved through behaviors that lnitizate,

L4~ 5
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Initiate. Behaviors which specifically serve to introduce and =
launch an activity, task or area of study are coded -

£

‘“"For the past week we have been working in our
commi ttees and preparing reports. Today you
should be ready to present your committee reports.
We had decided that Bob's commitfee would be first.
Are there any questions before we begin?t

)

ﬂ,,,» :'ﬂ'

The teacher has a toy train in front of him. As he
changes the order of cars, he asks the class, 'In
whnat order can we place the cars in a train?"

e
N

In an elementary classroom a special teacher {not thz
classroom teacher) is seated at the front and she be-
gins to talk to the class about languages as an
introduction to the study of Spanish. She asks, "How
many of you kncw someone who spzaks a foreign language?'

Ez3

e

(Hands go up all over the room.) 'What languages.do ﬂ!
they speak?!' {(Child responds, '"Greek.!') Teachsr re-
plies, '"Greek." (Another child suggests French, etc.) !

Many languages are suggested and the teacher asks
questions such as: ‘'Where did they learn them?" !po
you know any other languages?!, etc.

In a senior Social Studies ciass the teacher reviews
the activities of the preceding planning sessions he-
fore dismissing the class to meet in small groups.

"The library committee will be meeting with Mr. Brown,
the librarian, and will want to find out what re-
sources are avaiiable on the topic of social attitudes
Ov SaT1y twentieth century American writers. The
commi ttee meeting with Mr. Swanson is to ‘nvestigate
the develcpment of a national theater . . .Y

G G XES I
7

T
. S
BTN

Order. Behaviors which arrange previously initiated elements

¥

B of subject matter and/or process are coded Order.

e These may establish a time table for activities or sequence for

the consideration of future elements of the area of study set

forth in the initiating behavior.

¢ .7 :
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Examples

Assign.

'""On Monday of next week the committee on library re-
sources will report. Or Tuesday the finance committee
viill be on. On VWednesday the commitize on interviews
with resource perscnnel will give their presentation
and finally on Thursday we will hear from the group
working with Mr. Newman on the art of the period."

""On the board are the shorthand symbols which | will
point to and | want you to say what they are out loud.
But before we do that we wiil read the letter written
in your textoook and then I'll giv: vou some dicta-
tion."

'"First we may substitute a specific number for x and
then solve for the corresponding value of y. Next
we may show this on a graph in the following manner:"
(Follwwed by 2 demonstraticn of the procedure on the
chalkboard.)

All behaviors which designate a required activity

to be performed subsequently by the students (in

the future) are categorized Assian.

Examples

DEVELL.

'"For tomorrow do pages 55 and 56 in your workbook."
'""Pefore beginning yon~ committee work | want each of
you to formulate at least five questions which you
believe it is necessary for your committee to answer.
These questions are to be written out."

""Read the next story in your text, silently."

Once the context and focus of study have been estab-

lished, some sort of development or elaboration must take place so

that the objectives of such study may be achieved. During this

period of development a process of minor refocusing and extension

within the established STRUCTURE takes place. Facts, ideas, and

e e pom oty
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g{ concepts may be introduced by the teacher as the object of focus ﬁé
- is develoged (goals or objectives are pursued). This elaboration
5’ and extension of the subject matter and/or process w;thin an estab- )
i tished structure is coded REVELOP. Not all teacher behavior designed ga

-
et to extend and elaborate the subject matter is successful in its

.- initial expression, however. Erroneous thinking by students may

persist unless it is corrected. Therefore, from time to time the

Lo T 51

2 teacher engages in behavior whose function is to check student under-

i standing, conduct a written quiz or examination and/or elicit a verbal

3

response that states facts, ideas, concepts, etc. The developing

N
.3
B

function is achieved through behaviors that |nform, Explain, Sum-

marize, Check, Elicit, Test, Reinforce, and Stimulate.

™
a3

inform. Behaviors which develop the content by providing a

oo

: statement of facts, ideas, concepts, or a demonstia-

tion of a procedure or meihod of acting, writing, performing,

)
=D

.- etc., are coded Inform.

{ Examples

'""The shorthand symbol for 'group' is written in this
3 way.!' This statement is followed by a demonstration
= of how it is written on the board.

The Spanish teacher goes from student to student and
says, '"Comd se llama means 'What is your name?'’

R '"When standing on your head be sure to begin from a
. crouching position with your arms forming a triangle
-y brace on each side of your head.'

- During a Social Studies lesson the teacher says, '"The

ne
- British are apt to take quite a di
it

te
fferent view of the
American Revoiuticn when they wr b

e books about it."

.

N oM SN e am e

"The distributive law is very important. In multi-
plying 12 by 6 we use the distributive law.
12x6=(0+2) x6=(0x6)+ (2x8).»

»

Q
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Exséind

Explain.

Examples

Summarize,

Examples

Check.
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Benzviors which demonstrate relationships between

o rO———

ideas, objects, principles, etc., are coded Explain.

Durina a science experiment the teacher says, ''The

heated can collapses when it ic cooled suddenly be-
cause the heated air exerts less pressure than the

cold air outside."

Following a discussion of ways of discovering the
intent of an author, the English teacher says, "It
is necessary to discover the author's purpose, John,
before you can interpret what he is writing. For
exampie, a satire, if taken serinusly, may lead you
to suspect the author of the very error hs is

i ampooning."

‘e call it a linear equation because the graph of

the equation is a straignt line. It is sufficient

to plot two points an the graph and draw the str-aight
iine if the coordinates satisfy the original equation."

Behaviors which restate principal points in brief

form are coded Summarize.

Following a discussion of procedures to pursue a new
unit in Social Studies the teacher says, "Then it is
decided that we will divide into committees to in=-
vestigate the areas we have identified on the board."
After presenting seveural cxamples the algebra teacher
says, ‘we see then that the graph of an equation con-
tains aii points whose coordinates satisfy the
equation and no point whose coordinates do not satisfy
the equation.!'

‘e need to know the author's purpose, the period in
which he was writing and the audience to which he was
addressing himself befors we can bec’ ‘o interpret
what he says.!

Pehaviors that require a student to respond in a

manner which demonstrates his understanding of




N N
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relationships are coded Check. Generally those behaviors coded

in this category contain thé words why and how.

~

Examples

i 3

'"Why does the ball stay on the end of the pipe even
i when the vacuum machine is running?'', the science
iz teacher asks.

'"Why does the paper stick to the top of the tan when
it {s turned on?"

A "How do you tell the difference between a nale and a
2 female frog by just locking at a picture of it?"

'""How might a British author or artist depict this
same battle?"

3 &3 & o3

Elicit. Behaviors which solicit a verbal response that states
* - - ﬁ

facts, ideas, concepts, etc., are coded Elicit. These g
i; behaviors usually inciude the words what, where, when, or who in E
3\ their formulation.
Examples 5
Q During an algebra lesson the teacher asks, 'What is
the value of x?! 1]
- "When does the female frog lay her eggs?"
i "Whe is the author of this passage?" E
The mathematics teacher asks, ‘'Can you give me B
the name of this principte?" )
. '"How would you say, ‘What is your name?’ in
3 Spanish?" the teacher asks. g
):::?_ - > - .
e jest. Behaviors which require written studeni responses to é
== dictated questions and the pronunciation of spelling
— words, or the supplying of answers to test questions in order %
\

that students may check for answers when no explanation by the

£ IY/]
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teacher is invoived are coded Test.

Examples

"Refirgerator. A'ways put the milk in the refrigera-
tor. Refrigerator.! ™Satisfactory. Be sure that
your answer is satisfactory. Satisfactory."

'"What is the method called by which the male frog
forces the eggs from the body of the female frog?'

""Number one is speiled, r-e-f-r-i~g-e-r-a-t-o-r."

"The answer to number three is "'large intestine."

nforce.

Behaviors which confirm or sustain an idea, approach,

oir method through reiteration are coded Reinforce.

Nive

Examples

Having informed the class that Como_se 1lams means

Mhat is your name?'' the Spanish teacher repeats tihe
N “

phrase, '"Como se 1lama? Como se liama? Como se

) 1ama?#!

e ) 23 2P mS My
I

(After the student has answered a question, the
teacher repeats or paraphrases the answer. Often it
is preceded or followed by an evaluative statement of
the Stereotype sub-category.) MRight. X is equal to
two.'"" ''Seven, it is. Good.”

Following a discussion of procedures for preparation
and presentation of reports, the tef~her says, 'Be
sure that each group has included a statement of pur-
pose, sources used and time spent on collecting
information. These are all elements we agreed needed
to be included in our reports.'

&3

While observing the gym class performing tumbling
exercises the teacher says, '‘Be sure ic keep your
shoulder tucked under.'

*The underlined word is coded Stereotype.

g
i
i
i
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Behaviors which serve to encourage student involve-

ment and participation are coded Stimulate.

[ g, _
LXGMPICS

During the introduction of new vocabulary, thz reading 2
teacher says, '""I'd like to see every hand up on this Ei
guestion. You shouid have a guess, even if ycu aren't

sure cof the answer."

'*i hope everyone will get a star today." (The impli-
cation here is that the teacher hcpes everyone will
do his best so he can be rewarded by the teacher.)

3
When the teacher asks a question with the expectation

of response from the class and little or only tentative A
response is forthcoming he continues to prepare the ig
ground work for a rezsponse by moving the different

cars of the toy train he has in front of him from one

posi tion to another and asking if each position is a Eg
possibility for the proper composition of the train.

His oral utterances are limited to, 'How about this?

And this? Or this? Or this? This? And this?" g

ADMINISTER Close!

I

llied, and frequently integrated, with

[+ H

activities tnat DEVELOP subject matter and/or process,

are behaviors that serve administrative functions. The teacher exe-

cutes certain tasks whose functions establish and maintain classroom

routine and procedure. Elements of the classroom environment {personal
and physical) are arranged; media, supplics, or materials are provided
and their use is determined and coordinated; and student activity is
menitored. The major function coded ADMINISTER, 1s achieved through

behaviors that Manipulate, Manage Materiel, Routinize, and Proctor.

-y

*The Stimul ate sub-category of Develop is a bord. !ine sub-
category which further testing may demonstrate to be more consistently
@ part of the Regulate category which will be discussed below.

(3 &3 U =R = oy
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N Eg Manipulate.

P ga Behaviors which arrange elements of the classrocm en-

vircnment, personal and physical or function to

i E; maintain the routine by causing others to do something are

- 2. % ad_._*__
COQEU ranipuladice.

Exampies

The teacher says, '"John." (This behavior is an indi-
cation of who should respond or perform next.)

b

(No oral activity is performed, but the teacher points
with his finger or nods his head in the direction of a
‘: student to indicate that he is to respond to a question
S or conduct himself in some mutually understood manner.)

~,.~.
< ?
oA
'A
m{ »

)

The teacher opens or closes the duor or window to
regulate the room temperature, shut out noise, etc.

'"Class, open your books to page 165."

MGirls, lins up please for recess.'

(4]

o)

NS T Y

'"Go~- to the board and work the problem for us.'

The teacher asks, 'Will you close the docr for us,
please, Marion?"

ey oW
RN . \ . .
T N
P C el
‘er %{ ué’ &i Tt ;

| Manage
i~ Materiel. Behaviors which provide or coordinate use of media,

supplies, or materials are coded Manage Materiel.

Usually these behaviors are non-verbal and are accompanied by

verbal behavior which is categorized in another manner.

Examples

While giving a speed dictation test in shorthand,
the teacher holds and monitors a stop watch.

3

The teacher distributes test papers or returns
corrected papers.

- T e s
f v
L vt
Eiod
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The teacher lowers the shades, pulls down the screen
and shows slides with a projector while maintaining B
the ciassroom ciimate and continuing the develcpment

of ideas relevant to the topic of :he day. The

activity related to showing the slides is included .
in this sub-category.

Thi teacher ons or
material written on the board as an example of
the fact, idea, concept or principle he is dis~
cussing.

PP S R N S R 1Y s oa ®
PUINiLo LU LAl LD, 1t1udtLtrat!?

Routine. Behaviors which request information regarding com-

ik S .

pliance with individual, class. or school expectations

m

and regulations are coded Routinize. The buik of such behaviors

fall into the beginning or ending of a class period.

PR
Wy

Examples on 8

A
(]

“"John, did you say you won't be here tomorrow?'! -3

‘"Laurie, did you bring the money from home for your
pictures?"

s

'""Do you think your mother could help you with your
arithmetic tonight, Andy?"

""Have you finisned your assignment, class?"

" ——
(SN

Proctor. .
ey B
Behaviors which menitor the classroom during group o B
activity, silent written testing, student teacher !g g{
performance, student reports, etc., are coded Proctor. .
Exerpies g -
The teacher stands or walks without speaking or ii .
otherwise communicating with the class members i
during a test. (Possible intended purposes are

those of curtailing temptation to cheat, being ol

available to answer questions, or maintaining the I;

normal discipline.)
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The teacher walks from group to group as they are
working independently without participating while
the students continue to function on their own
initiative.

The teuacher sits at the back of the room and cb-
serves a student teacher, a student who is reporting,

or the cle¢ s activity while another person is in
charge.

REGULATE Encounters which Requiate focus on standards for

student behavior. Encounters which implement these
standards through teacher behaviors are instrumental in facilitating
or inkibiting learning and therefore have relevance to the content
objectives. The behaviors may function to provide suppoit, express
confidence, or commendation, and to show empathy toward a student or
students, or they may serve to reprimand, threaten, and punish the
student so as to restrict his behavior and achieve conformity.
interpersonal relations are further regulated by
teacher behaviors which ascertain whether or not the student is in-
volved in the given situation and provide direct personal help for
a student or students. The teacher may also facilitate or impede

interaction by recognition and interpretation of his own behavior.

Regulative functions-are performed when behaviors Set Standard,

Support, Restrict, Assist, Inquire, or Monitor-Self.

w

et
tandard,

wn

Behaviors which establish and maintain interpersonal

relations by direct imposition or guidance of devel op-

ment of standards of behavior are coded Set Standard.

Exsmples

"1'11 leave it up to the class, what should be done
about pecple who don't turn in their lesson assigmments?
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"James, will you please spit out your gum?"

% Having said, "Let's not wave our arms about so much

N when | call on you,'" the teacher continues, 'l can §§
. see just as well if you simply lift them quietly."

7, (The first statement is coded Regulate-Restrict.

The second, Requlate-Set Standard.)

B3

After a student speaks out of turn tie teacher asks,
o "Class, why don't we speak out of turn in this class?"

The teacher stands up straight in front of the class
with hands to his side and waits unti! the students
follow his example,

v I

""Keep your hands at your sides while in line."

»
N Support. Behaviors which express confidence, commendation or
3 empathy are coded Support. Supportive behavior is %%

C usually in response to some student behavior and piays a major

- /.
iR

role in implementing the ciass standards. It may be through

5

oral communication or a physical act.

W ;
o xampl es

e

+ 1
Mk
o

""Wery good, Elien."

; After encouraging the student by saying, '"Come on, E
- Martha,' the teacher continues, 'l know you k.iow
e the answer.! (The first statement is coded
s Develop-Stimulate, and the second Regqulate-Support.) Eg
e When the student makes an erior and appears embarrassed
¥ the teacher says with a smile, "It is easy to make a @A
. mistake 1ike that." B8
- (A smile and nod of the head while a student is re-
S sponding to a requast by the teacher or while he is I!
B making a presentation according to some prior &>
i arrangement. )
.o Restrict. Behaviors which reprimand, threaten, or punish a
< , . g
. student are coded Restrict. As in the case of 1
4@ '
K A\
)
S !i
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supportive behavior, this function may be fulfilled by a

physical act as welil as an act of oral communicstion.

am s

3 Examples

l_

'We wonit go on until Jimmy is finished, too."
'"No, Sue. That's not the way to do it."

The. teacher admonishes the class, "If you don't
quiet down, we will miss our recess."

During the mathematics class the teacher says,
"“If your assignment isn't finished, 1'l1 have
to see about some more homework fcr tonight.!

&=, ) :
&3 oW B

i ""You didn't put much thought into that answer,
‘ did you?!!

"Anyone should be able (o figure this problsm
out,' the teacher says after several erroneous
attempts have been made by different students.

3 &3

/- (The teacher shzkes her head or wags her finger
at the student te deter him from his present
activity.)

L
>
(4]
Q.
n
et
L]

Behaviors which provide personal assistance to a

student and which are not codable as some other
function, are categorized Assist. On some occasions it is
necessary for the teacher to provide personal help for an
individual student by doing something for him or giving advice

as requested. Frequentiy this aspect of the teacher's behavior

is visible but not audible to other receptors (observers) of

the behavior.

Examples

The teacher addresses an individual, 'Let me see if
| can find out what the probhlem is."

f— PR P n T =
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e

- (The teacher is observed moving to a student's

= desk when the student raises his hand. The teacher

.l bends over the desk and talks to the student, but
the conversation is not audible,)

-
B2 &3

e (The teacher sha.gens @ p
e

' encil for a child having
e difficulty turning the penci

i1 sharpener handle.)

N
(5o

The teacher asts, '"Can ! help you get your committee
, : discussion going, Ruth?"

<+ A student raises his hand and is called on. He

' asks, '"How do you work number tweive?'' The teacher
o ® moves to the student's desk and talks to him
e individuaily.

:
A
s D

inquire.
Behaviors which ascertain the extent of student in-

e volvement in class activity both in and out of the

(]
1]
[7/]
(T
-
C
Q
=
[}

re coded Inquire.

S Examples

$i§ "Do you have your book open to the right page, Jim?"
£¥

h’ Following a iengthy student presentation the teacher
E: asks, '"How many have been able to follow Ted's

?, explanation?!

S GG D S w© ok

i After presenting several examples of an algebraic
principle the teacher asks, '"ls there anvone who
doesn't understand what we are doing?"

Yy

y
1

| X1

- Moni tor-
N4 Seif. Behaviurs which demonstrate a recognition and inter-

. pretation of the teacher's own behavior or checking

S W

of his understanding and interpretaticn of student behavior is

coded Moni tor-Self.

Exampl es ' »

. "Did you mean that the forces on the left were
e British trocps, Carclyn?!
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The teacher notices that he has copied the arithmetic
problem wrong. He says, '"Oops! | made a goof."

In response to an ambiguous question the teacher says,
"i don't know how to go about answering your question.t

'""Thank vou for pointing out the error | made on the

hnaard Tareuv M
-v,',.

WASAY W

A student calis a mistake toc the teacher's attention
and he replies, "i'm sorry, | meant to say that x
is equal to six.*

'"Did you say 'grasping' or 'clasping'?"

EVALUATE The final cateqgory in the system is composed of those

behaviors which are designed to ascertain the rele-
vance or correctness of subject matter and/or process. They are
categorized EVALUATE. Behaviors which serve this function are
fundamental both to the content task and to establishing inter-
personal relations. Without some judgmental behavior by the
teacher, focus cannot be established, learning activities developed,
or interpersonai relations mazintained. The teacher can ascertain
the degree of relevance or correctness of subject matter, process,
or student behavior in several ways. The evaluativa function is

achieved through behaviors which Appraise, Opine, or Stereotvpe.

Appraise. Behaviors which verify a fact, statement, or idea by

appealing to evidence or authority are coded Appraise.

Examples

"According to our text the prevailing winds are
westerly."

The English teacher responds to a student's in-
quiry wisich has posed two alternatives, "l have
heard it interpreted both ways, John.'

S T L s e e e mm v - e P L me ——



- . ;- s bk A 5 e Sl

"y 102

"The intreduction to the dictionary (elis us that
- the order of the pronunciation is randomly selected,
A rather than on the basis of majority preference.!

Opine. Behaviors which make judgments on the basis of
= personal vaiues and bel iefs heid by the teacher

i are coded Opiie.

Lxamples -

Whzis a discussion devalops over whather or not to
B stend while speaking, the teacher :ay:, “I think
a - - you had better sit down."

ey 'n an eiementary class the teacher says, ''A better
L way of holding your pencil would be like this.!

= During a flutophone lesson the teacher says, '‘i

P pelieve it would sound better if you -took your

s finger off the second hole and put it on the third
= hele.

T~

The art teacher asks, ‘‘Don't you think red and

o biue go well together, Mary?" (Here the inference
; is that the teacher likes red «nd blue better than
red and purple.)

< During a social studies planning session the teacher
says, ''I think going into a discussion of tariffs at
this point is going to lead us astray."

By
g
]
.7,

0 L R

£

%

o5

L Stereotype. ﬁl

i Behaviors which evaluate without reference ©o any &

%g criteria are coded Stereotype. They tend to be an ii

o automatic type acceptance or rejection of a response by a .
Ry

g student. ﬁ

g:.‘/.

; Exampl es E

B The teacher responds, "That's right,'" and goes on

o with his questioning. a

b
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, "No'* (or ''"fes"), says the teacher and proceeds to

y call upon another. student for a response.
H Mokay," ‘“Um-hmm," or “Good.' (Said without re-
ference to the student or his response and without
infiection indicating confidence, commendation or
cther personal support for the responder. A nod
of the head indicating acceptance of the responce

ars

N T e
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"y or student behavior, either affirmative or negative.)
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CHAPTER VI

RESULTS OF CODING

i T

B . The major purpose of this chapter is to provide descriptions

of the results of the c¢doding of teacher behaviors observed on filmed

S 9.'
G

. sequences of spontaneous teacher behaviors. Following a discussion of

-

factors of reliability, the adequacy of the system of classification is

considered. Analysis of timed and untimed procedures and of disagree-

i
‘3:*"" ’ »'33

nents in ¢oding are then reported.

‘l‘: A{Hy‘\w!! aly, el ‘f_ A
A

Reliability

Al
)

In order to detsrmine the reliability of the ccding, ail coded
e sheets of Form A were examined. Agreement between members of each team

(intra) and the agrcement between the two teams {inter) for each cate-

9

gery was obtained. As the codings were compared, disagreements were
indicated by marking omissions and substitutions of one classification

for another.

intra Group.-~Two tzams of two members each were used for the

coding ¢f teacher behavior; except for two filmed sequences, the teams
observed and checked the sequences independently. As soon as a filmed
sequence had been coded, members of each team checked for disagreements.
Instances of disagreement whizh could be reso!ved were changed to
agreements. Instances of disagreements wnich could be resolved were
those caused by timing, inability to hear, too rapid sequence of be-

haviors, cr coder uncertainty in interpretation of behavior category.

-

Ol
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After all coding was completed, a comparison was made of the
coded sheets of the members of each team--that is, coded sheets of
member A were compared with those of member B of Team {; and coded
sheets of member C were compared with those of member D of Team Ij.
Disagreements were marked on the sheets of member A of Team | and
on those of member T of Team |i. Disagreement was defined as a sub-
stitution of a category in the coding of an encounter by a team member
or 25 an omission of a coding instaics by a member of a teamn. Agreement
was defined as idertical coding of a particular encounter by béth t;am
members, As the disagreecments were noted, substitutions of one méjsr
categoery of behavior for another end/or one sub-category of behavior
for another were indicated.

After a!i coding had been checked, the total numher of codings
made fcr each dimension of teacher pehavior-=-source, sign, and function--
was calculated and the number of coded agreements was recorded. |In
addi tion to the dimencion level, the number of coded agreements, omis-

sions and substitutions for the sign and function categories was

determined in order to provide further information about the instrument.

‘The procedures used are expiained in detail below.

Percentage of agreement for each major dimension of teacher be-
havior and for each of the function categories was determined. The
coded sheets were examined to determine the disagreements between cate-
gories within each behavior dimension. C(olored markings were used on
the coded sheets to indicate the poinis of disagreement. The total
number of possible codings was determined by adding the incidence of .
agreement to the incidence of omissions and substitutions on each

series of coded sheets. The number of agreements was determined by. . -

<%

¢
]

iC 4 RNF

. [ S — -

- e T, 28 J— — B e aite L e v = P el S T Eaar] &

> ‘ DR A s S RN [ e ff T oA L AT & : SRR J AN L, W
T VT e S o FN E

. . . 3 s L
N I R (LD e T - e b . o s v .
. ~ S0, > ' - . N N e vt




-3 &3 &3

/]

Gy

R Gid P G0 D 8 9

counting the teotal nv-ber of encounters coded identically by any of the

observers within cach category. The number of instances of omission

was deternined by counting those cases in which member A omitted what
member B coded and those cases in which member B omitted that which A

coded. The same procedure was followed for members C and D of Team .!.

In order to obtain the percentage of agreement, the number of agreements

was divided by the total possible codings. The formuia for this compu-

tation moy be written P_ = A . P Ais
T

the total instance of agreemgnt; Tp'is the total instances of coding;

is the percentage of agreement.

-

'p

agreement.

=A+(0i+Si)+(0--+S.

i ;1) Again A is the total instances of

0; is the tctal cmissions by Team |; S; is the instances of
substitution by Team ii respectively.

Tabie 6 shows that there was a high percentage of agreement in

-

the codings by both groups, ranging from 83.8 to 99.3 percent for both

the 1§- and 15~second interval timings.

Table 6

Percentage of Agreement Between Members of
Coding Team ior Each Dimension

Each

15--$econd 19-Second
Team ¢ Team 11 Team | Team ||
Category (A-8)  (C-D) (A~B)  (c-D)
Sign 9.0 98.2 99.3 97.8
Source 38.3 98.1 93.8 98.7
Function 95.9 95.0 ak. L 95,5

Table 7 shows the frequency of matrices within the Function

Dimension according to the percentage of agreement between team members

of each team for all observations at the 15-second interval. Using a

e .y 5
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base of 25 filmed sequences for the l15-second observations with five

categories within the Function Dimension for each filmed sequence, a
total of 125 different matrices for coding is nossible. Howevér, there
- were no instances of coding in 25 matrices, thus providing « total of
100 matrices for codings. Both Teams [ and | had 100 percent agreément
iq'qll instances of coding within 59 of the matrices. |In 29 of éhe

~ matrices the percentage of agreement was in the range of 90-99 percent.
Only nine matrices had percentages of agreement between 70-89 percent.

Three matrices were below 69 percent i.t agreement, Reference to Table 12

vy,

in Appendix G will show that one reason for these low percentages was

-y -8
o

the low number of instances of codings in each of the relevant categories.

Table 7

Frequency of Matrices by Percen*age of Intra-Group Agreement
of Categories of Function - 15-Second Interval

: Team ¢ © Team i}
; Percent of Agreement Number of Matrices Number of Matrices
; 100 59 59
; 90-99 29 2
E 80-89 6 &
. 70-79 e 3 5
Below 70 3 b
Totals 100 100
o Further reference to Table 12 reveals that in two of the three
cases, one with 50 percent agreement and the other with 25 percent

_ L

agreewent, there were only four instances of categorization possible.

In the third instance with zero percent, there was only one instance
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possible. Some categories with high percentages of agreement also have "
a low number of instances of coding. However, agreement was achieved in

these areas even with few instances of the given behavior being recorded

Lo mmmnad ;o e
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on of the particular
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A

tn 24 of the total 100 matrices, tihe percentage of agreement i

L
Y

was in the range of 90-99 percent for Team 1l. 1In 13 matrices, the &

percentage of agreement was between 70 and 89 percent. There were é%

only four instances of categories below 69 percent in agreement. -
Table 13 in Appendix G will reveal that there were only a total ?é

of six instances for coding possible for the category w.th 66.7 percent

agreement; two instances for the category with 50 percent agreement; and ‘3

three instances for the category with zero percent agreement.

Table 8 shows the frequency of matrices by the percentage of

Nlmioind meoiedd GRLAR e B

agreement of categories within the Furction Dimension for each team .

) of observers at the 10-second interval. Using a base of 2% filmed é;
} f2quences observed at the 10-second interval with five categories within é%
7 the Function Dimension for each observation, a possibility of 120 matrices i?
: is established. During these observations no instances of teacher be- j/
e

i havior were observed in 25 of the matrices. Therefore, a working total :5'
of 95 matrices resulted. Team | had 100 percent agreement on 44 of the )

1 total 95 possible matrices. in 31 of the matrices the percentage of i‘
.

} agreement was in the range of 90-99 percent. {n 14, the percentage of #F»
agreement was between 70 ard 89 percent. |n only six instances was the 57

percentage of agreement below 70 percent. In four of these six matrices,

vt )
\
r

the percentage of agreement was 66.7 percent and one each had 60.C and

! ¥
J 50.0 percent. In the instances with 60 and 50 percent aud in three of ﬁ!
) b
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the matrices with 66.7 percent agreement, the total instances recorded

ol were relatively low, ranging from two to six. in the other case with

§ 66.7 percent agreement, there were 15 total possible instances with
7

agreement on ten.

Table &

-
oy
-

Frequency of Matrices by Percentage of Intra-Group Agreement
of Categories of Function - 10-Second interval

ey
RWE
h

AW

K Team | Team i

;§ Percent of Agreement Number of Matrices Nurber of Matrices §§

100 ik 54

\]

) ¥

iy 0-99 31 30

b &

70-79 2 1 h
Below 7C __b6 2

kY -

% iotals 95 o5 <]

8 -

Y Team |1 had 100 percent agreement on 54 of the total of 95 pos- "

o sible matrices. In 30 of the matrices, the percentage of agreement was -

© in the range of 90-99 percent. In 13 matrices the percentage of agree- E;

’ Z]

@ ment was between 70-89 percent. In only two insta~:ces was the percentage

S of agreement below 70 percent. Reference .o Table 8 reveals that there ég

; were only six instances of coding in one category for a 66.7 percentage

B of agreement. The other case contained 17 instances of coding and re-

;! sulted in 64.7 percent agreement. The low number of instances recorded %5
;\ may have prejudiced the results of the first category with a relatively
: low percentage of agreement, but some other explanation must be sought %g
f@ for the other matrix with the low perceniege of agireement. A check of -
¥

g
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the seguence of ohservations shows that this filmed sequence was one of

*he first to be coded and unfau:iiarity with the category definition may ,/ﬁ

.=
»

nave played a part in the Yow percentage of agreement.

|
|
inter Group.--In order to obtain an additioral indication of the 53%

IR

degree of reliability of coding, the coded sheets of member A of Team |

L/

¥

ga were compared with the coded sheets of member C ¢f Team |i. Disagree- fii
ments between members of each team had been indicated on these coded g

S sheets., Except for two films, each team had viewed the filmed sequences ‘

independently and had not discussed their results., While the differences i

in codings between Teams ; and |l were not disci'ssed or modified, an in- iii

stance on which three persons agreed was counted as an agreement. After

'-}',n

the coded sheets for member A and member C had been compared and dis-

X
L
1]

agreements marked, the total number of codings wade for each coded

dimension of teacher behavior--sign source, and function--was calcuiated

A,
Vy\,“

and the number of coded agreements determined. The total number of
codings was defined as the sum of agreements plus all other coding marks B

made by each team. The procedures for determining the percentage of

=2 .3
N

agreement were tne same as those used for the intra-group reliability

and were explained on page 106. v

-
m;

Dmissions in coding cnd substitutions of one category of be-

¢ -

havior for another were indicated. Instances in which there was a 3

di fference concerning silence and some other behaviors were el ininated e

! 1
i !

from further caiculation., Since the teams did not discuss their

codings, these instances were assumed to be a viewing problem caused

R

by lack of congruence of observation and not a disagreement as to the 73

behavior recorded. The two teams were in effect viewing and coding

-~ - |

different behaviors at those instances since a teacher speaking, WA

1)
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reading, writing, performing, or gesturing is not easily confused with E} ;?
a teacher not exhibiting these behaviors. A further discussion of the i
timing problem is included on pages 123-130. =
Tabie 9 shows that the agreement for the sign and source [} E}f
dimensions of behavior was relatively high for this stage of instrument [* e

AR
* P“ Y

development ranging from 844 to 87.Z percent on both the 10- and 15-

second codings. Percentage of agreement for the sign and cource -

A i&ﬁ
oy

dimensions was nearly identical for both the 10~ and 15-second timed

intervals.

&322

Table 9

R

ST
N
S e,

R

T 4

Percentage of Agreement Between
Teams for Each Dimension . 5

(1

Dimension 15-Second 10-Second N

Sign 8h. L 85. % : "

Source 87.2 85.4 =

. B B

Function he.2 52.4 o

R The Function Dimension showed the lowest percentage of agiee- 2 vy
1 ment with 49.2 percent for the 15-second timing and 52. 4 percent for %g s
& - .

the 10-second timing. After anmalyzing the coded sheets, it became X

: 3™

. apparent that difference in timing (the two groups did not view the Eg Ry

films at the same time) played a major role in the lack of reliability

-
- x# .
T

2 as measured in this study. Eliminating the silence-activity instances s
of disagreement did not eliminate the major differences caused by

7 timing, This interpretation is supported by results of two films which

£ =3
f""

0 were viewed at the same time by both coding teams. An examination of

the results of thace observations revealed a significantly higher G

| firec ]
\: ¥
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i P2 5
percentage of agreement between the teams on the codings of these two :"\;"
filmed sequences. This suggests that the timing factor for the ocher %@?
films was definitely a cause for the relatively 'ow percentage of :
l inter-team agreement. A compiete analysis of inter-team agreement
= for the function categories of each fTiimed sequence is inciuded in =
Tables 14 and 15 of Appendix G. ,;”
On the filred sequence for Spanish, Grade 3, on the 15-second AN

timed sequence, the agreement between teams for the Function Dimension

was 91.1 percent; and for the Social Studies, Elementary, sequence,

76.6 percent. On the 10-second timed interval, the sgreement for the

Spanish Grade 3 was 85.1 percent and for Social Studies, Elementary X

A

74.L percent. e

77

These results indicate that when both teams viewed the filmed

sequences at the same time, there was a mi:ch higher consistency in

i
gl
e
t

the agreement of codings of the behaviors as observed at both the i.?

10~ and i5-second timed intervals. =

Adequacy of the System of Classification

£z 0

The plan for development of the system of classification had

called for the cessation of adeguacy testing when crdcial additions or

T

deletions to the paradigm and taxonomy were no longer suggested by o

teacher behaviors that could not be classified. This guide-line was

establ ished to eliminate the necessity of setting am arbitrary number

§

of needed observations of classroom situations and also to provide a

reasorable limitation to the number of observations needed. .
.
Filmed sequences had been selected initially to.provide a :?*
%% reaiistic range in grade level of students. subject matter areas, - ;iz
. and methods of instruction. The criterion of adequacy was to determine %gf
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if the system of classification was adequate for the purpose of classify- !

Iy

situation. In other words, it was possible to categorize all be-

haviors without making additions or deletions to the taxonomy or

paradigm. e
During the viewing of each filmed sequence, notes were made of l g

unusual encounters or encounters difficult to categorize. An evalua- = B
tion was made of these instances and of the types of difficulties met
-

in coding. Additions, deletions and modifications were made in the f‘?i
scope of definition of categories foliowing the viewing, coding and " ’—'f
discussion of each filmed sequence.
A7

It became obvious eariy in the study that not all films were m o

equally demanding of either coders or of the system of categories. Ifz
Since only teacher behavior was classified, categorization was
relatively easy when the teacher permitted a large measure of student- _\,
directed activity. S$ince the original system of classification was % \f‘
based on previcus studies which placed major emphasis on substant ive ﬁ
verbal teaching behaviors, those 3ituations wherein the teacher be- ,‘
' '

havior was predomirantly non-verbal or directed toward non-content ”’
orientec activities provided the greatest number of instances of be- |
i1

havior not classifiable within the initial instrument. These gaps in :’f "
the classification system were bridged by adding new categecries or by
the redefinition of existing ones. As the categories were checked out %

through additionat classroom observations, this procedure made it pos-

sible to stop adequacy testing as planned without setting an arbitra-y

number of needed exposures.
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Except for those behaviors which fell mainly into the non-verbal wi:

! areas of the instrument, behaviors difficult to categorizc in the iritial ?éﬂ
¥ ;
) codings were due to a lack of understanding hy the coders of the defini~ |
% tions for the categories. &Greater familiarization with the instrument E
q and discussions between coders and instrument déve!opers removed many E
L :

of the noted instances from the questionable realm. Nevertheless,

g’ unique examples of behaviors difficult to categorize were discovered N
1 —
even on the last day of kinescope viewing and coding. However, they 2&;
;; were readily classified within the system of categories when time was %:‘
% allowed for discussion and consideration of the behavior. The forced ifé
4 ]

time interval coding procedure tended to create questions about be- 0

haviors which were easily resoived when reconsidered under less pressure.

E Py 3’
A ®
!

The Source Dimension as originally developed pr-wed adequate for %

all situations except those few in which the behavior of the teacher was =

ambiguous or multi-functional. For example., the teacher would RESPOND ;w

3

K

to a student's question and then continue in his spoken response to o

pursue & topic which related to the question but may have been p}e- i

Flu
Y "
s

:

pianned. In such instances, an evaluation of the teacher's benavior

B3

within the framework of the whole class session was necessary in order =

to determine the point at which RESPOND became ORIGINATE., Usually the %

E’tr“ K i
o
: 3
-

RESPOND cateyory was maintained until an obvious change in encounter ﬂ‘}

occurred. At such a time the Source Dimension was again categorized in e

terms of the new encounter. ?f
A second type of confusion resulted from the use cf timed ob- X;
servations when the teacher exhibited more than one sign and/or f

function. For exampie, he would nod yes in response to an answer from e

a student while proceeding to ask anotker question. The rod was RESPOND,

rd
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L 4

GCESTURE, REGULATE, Support while the question was ORIGINATE, SPEAK,

DEVELOP, Elicit or Check (depending on the question). The timed

-,

categorization did not permit the hairline distinctions necessary in
these situations and thus, caused difficulty for coders. However, the
instances were readily recognized encounters and did not necessitate

the provision of additional distinctions within the Source Dimension.

The inadequacy was in the procedures, not the system oi classification.

The two categories within the Source Dimension proved adequate

for purposes of classifying teacher behavior only. A third distinction

cou’ e been made in terms of response to ctner than student or other

than human stimulation. Expansion of the system of classification to
encompass student behaviors will undoubtedly make this distinction

necessary. In such a case, the RESPOND category will have to include

response to students and response to mechanical devices. An exampie of

the latter response would be the teacher stoppirg the class discussion
at the sound of the bell designating the end of a class period.

A major addition to the instrument was the Direction Dimension.

This was necessary upon completion of the adequacy testing. When the
instrument was compared with the paradigm designed tc iaclude the

critical observable factors at work in the behavior of the teacher in
the classroom, direction was found to be lacking. The four categories

developed for inclusion within the Direction Dimension were evolved

from the logical organization of the patterns of encounters which had
been chbserved. [t may be that further observation of other classroom

situations will revea! the nesd for additional cotegories within this

dimension, but an analysis of the data already coolected indicated that

the four categories, INDIVIDUAL, GROUP, CLASS and OBJECT, were adequate.
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The Sign Dimension was expand.d to include the READ category

after the pilot study. Combined with the SPEAK category it was be-

lieved to cover all (oral) verba! behaviors. However, several instances

of taughter on the part of the teacher necessi*aitsd the re-evaluation of

this premise., While @ serarcte categery tr cover this type of behavior

b
¥
o
AN e

might have been added, it was felt that little would ke gained by it.

A
b

Further, it wauld make the system of classification longer without

s

making a significant distinction between behaviors. The alternative was

ey

to include laughter within an existing category. The example provided

by the filmed sequences indicated a greater resemblance of laughter to

€3

. a smile, coded under GESTURE than to either SPEAK or READ, the other two

oral mode: of communication. Suck problems are typical of the intricate

£33

. rel ationships to be noted in personal behaviors. Besides being physiolo-

gicaily similar, the Function Dimension proves about equully enigmatic in

l‘.‘

the case of laugh and smile.

E,E A %

By far the most instances of behaviors found difficuit to cate-

gorize feli within the Function Dimension. This was expe:ted for two

€=l

iz reasons: (1) This dimension required a greater interpretation on the

+

part of the observer and (2) the additicn of sub-catzgories of each major

category increased the complexity of decision making. The majcr cate-

3 £

gories appeared to have been well defined, for no examples of extra-
categorical behavior were recorded. However, the difficuities in coding
arose over deciding which sub-category described a specific behavior.

One of the first behaviors noted in observation that had not

been included in the instrument at the time of the pilot study was the

teacher walking around the room observing students while they worked in-

SR
Al %,
\
o
X

dividually, in small groups, or as a class under the direction of a

?
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{ student or student teacher. While the behavior was immediately classi- 'i

§ fied within the ADMINISTER category of the Function Dimension, neither g;
Manipulate nor Manage Materiel provided a satisfactory description of S

, the behavior. Therefore, the Proctor sub-category was developed to Ej

cover this type of behavior. 1t was purely by chance that this kind of

behavior appeared in one of the first filmed sequences. Several films

provided no instances of Proctor in teacher behavior. It was just such

H
x

a possibility which dictated the reviewing of all films before selection

and the selection of filmed sequences on the basis of as great a variety

= X

of subject matter, age level, and teaching techniques as possible,
Similariy, the Routinize sub-category under the ADMINISTER

‘. category was found to be necessary. The pilot study had provided evidence

%: for the necessity of a sub-category in ADMiNISTER to cover the non=per sonal

%, and non-content directed behaviors of the teacher. Because these be- [a
&f haviors are most predominant at the beginniig and end of a school period,

ﬁ the filmed sequences provided little evidence of such behaviors and it ‘§
tf was not until the final analysis of the data, and the review of the P
| specimen records of behaviors difficult to categorize, that this gap i
L: in the instrument was d:scovered to be critical at the sub-category ievel. %%
%; The isolated instances of hehaviors difficult to categorize in -
jﬂ

the Function Dimension totaled 25 for all filmed sequences. Since there

i} 4
T—

was a totai of 25 kinescopes, and &s many as five problem instances noted

».

Ly 4
‘\

in one film, it is obvious that several films presented no special diffi-
culties in coding. An analysis of these 25 instances indicated that

they were distributed about equally over the three-month period of test-
§f ing and between the two coding teams. In only one case was the same

behavior noted by ali four observers as impossible to class:fy. This
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was a unique instance in terms of normal rlassroom behavior because the
teacher was clearly informing, but he was addressing his behavior to
observers in the classroom. In other words, he had a dual teaching
function: fTirst, he was teacﬁ}ng his reguiar class; second, he was
using his class for demonstration purposes to teach a group of college
studenis. Because this was an atypical classroom behavior, it was
handied by use of a special symbol (an X on Form A and a square on

Form B) to denote informing behavior not directed to the regular
students of his class,

The system of classification was deemed to be adequate when all
behaviors from a wide range of different subject matters, teaching
techniques and grade levels could be classified, and cn the basis of
the siufficiency of the categories to account for those behaviors in-
cluded in the paradigm.

An additional check of the adequacy of the instrument was
provi&ed by one filmed sequence in which the teacher endeavored to
show two different types of teaching. The teache:r behavior in the
first episode was purpoirted to be negative in approach and that of the
second episode was to be positive. While the subjective evaluation of
the teacher's behavior by ail four observers agreed that both episcdes
evidencea stiong negative behavicr patterns, even when the teacher
attempted to be positive, the coeding of the behavior by both teams on
all forms provided considerable evidence of a diFference in the two
types of behavior.

The samg lesson was taught to two different groups of children.
An analysis of the codings of the observation made on Form B by both

teams revealed that the negative approach (which was given first)
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provided a composite score of 18 instances of restrictive behavior and
2% instances of eliciting behavior. The episode designated ''positive
teaching'' provided a composite score on Form B of 17 supportive be-
haviors, seven restrictive behaviors and 51 eliciting behaviors.
Interestingly, the ''negative' teaching evidenced less manipuiative
behavior than the '"positive' teaching. Table 10 shows a complete
breakdown of ¥reguency of behaviors as coded during the untimed ob-
servation. Both episodes laste. he same length of time.

The fact that the instrument shows a difference in actual be-
havior even though the subjective feelings of the observers while coding
was contrary to what they expected, indicates that the system of
claessification is adequate for distinguishing different behaviors.

This differentiation of behavior is evidence that inhe system may be

used for coilecting specific information and to guide the internretation
of data provided that a rationale. frame of reference, or value system
is developed co guide the reorganization of the existing categories and
sub-categories into new composite rubrics,

The type of substitutions made between- categories witnin each
teacher behavior aimension provided a final adequacy check on the in-

strument. The Source Dimension, with only two categories, did not

permit substitutions. The types of prob:ems involved in categorization
witinin this dimension have been discussed previously. No substituticns

were made within the Sign Dimension after the first few observations and

coding experiences. |Initial confusion was evidenced by the substitution
of GESTURE for PERFORM and PERFORM for WRITE. These were found to be
associated with behaviors of mathematics and science teachers who drew

mathematizal symbols on the chalkboard. Since it involved the use of
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g Table 10 :‘:
% A Comperison of Two Types of Teaching by Freguency |
of Occurvence of Spoken Teaching Behaviors
P N e e Ay —— ——
% Megacive Teaching % of Positive Teaching % of M
Instances Total instances Total
B STRUCTLRE 5 45 5 2.9 B;
& Initiate 2 1.8 2 (.2 T
Order 3 2.7 3 1.7 R
% Assign 0 6.0 0 0.0 %
DEVELOP 39 34,8 7h b3.0 B
Elicit 28 25.0 51 29.7 o
% Check 2 1.8 4 2.3
inform 0 G.0 L 2.3
Explain G 0.0 0 C.0
% Summarize 0 0.0 0 0.0 o
Reinfores 8 7.1 5 8.7 e
Stimulate 0 0.0 g 2.0 X
% Test I 0.9 0 e.0 3
EVALUATE 9 8.0 ] 6.4
@ Agg. raise 0 0.5 0 0.0
& Opine 2 1.8 0 0.0
Stereotype 7 €.2 ‘ 1 5.4 :
% REGULATE i 36.56 45 26.2
& Set Standard 17 15.2 17 9.8
Support Z 1.8 17 9.9 h
Restrict i8 16.1 6 3.8
3 inquire | 0.9 1 0.6 :
Assist 0 6.0 1. 0.6 \3
> Mon.mt-s\.lf 3 2.7 3 1.7
2 \
ADMiMISTER 16. 1 37 21.5 5
Manipulate 18 16.1 37 21.5 9
% Manage Materis’ 0 0.0 0 0.0 &
Proctor 0 Q.0 0 0.0 g
Totsl !Instances 112 100.0 172 100.C
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writing implements scme observars automatically roded it WRITE. Like-
wise, conducting experiments in science involved movement of the body
and appendanges. Initially, such movement was coded SESTURE instead of
?ERFORM. Obser'ations made after the definitions of these categories

had beer. sharpened and clarified did rot provide examples. of substi-

tutions within the Sign Dimension.

After the adequacy of the descriptive'dimensions of teacher be-
havior and the sufficiency of the gross categories within the %unctigg
Dimension had been estabiished, tabulation of substitutions in classi-
fication of behaviors in categories and sub-categories in the, Functicn
Dimension still revealed areas of weaknesses requiring further attention

3

and refineient in the system of classification. [hese weaknesses indi-

cate some inadequacies in estabiishing the limits of categories withip

the Function Dimension and more particularly weaknesses in establishing

the sub-categories within the major categories of this dimension.
However, a high degrse of adequacy existed within the Function
Dimgnsion. Tables 16 and 17 in Appendix G present a summary of the

tota! adequacy estimates for the Function Dimension using data from the

kinescopes.

The degree of adequacy was determined by use of the formula
S 3
Dy = Ti - x ;_mx_ . Ti equais the total instances of categorization

for a given ' time interval within the Function Dimension. § equals

the number of instances of substitution of one category for another

category within the Function Dimension. Since the total instances of

categorization is based on a count of s_bstitutions, omissions, and
agreements within each category, each substitution was counted twice

in the raw data. iising Team | as the basis for determination, ali of
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the codings of Toom | were counted together with those codings of
Team i1 which are in disagreement with Team |. Therevore, it is

necessary to divide the total substitutions in half to determine the

B

actusl instances of ceding. To 'stances of categorization (Ti)

v
23
Sl
e
= |

ic not to b

-

(1)
0
()
3
h
W

& insiances of categorization
(Tp) which was used as a base for determining the reliability of the

observation coded (see p. 106).

Gf the 2,054 pusrible categorizations in the Function Dimension

made at the 10-second interval, there were 443 instances of substi-
tutions of sub-categories in coding made by one team when compared with
the codings made by the second team. Ignoring the procedural diffi-
culties involved in synchronization of the timing of the observations,
it is seen that the adequacy estimeis of the instrument is 83.3 percent.

In only 16.7 percent of the encounters ooserved waz there any disagrea«

ment in coding. When these results from afi sequences of teaching are
compared with the resulis of the two instances in which the time factor
was controlied, & more specific picture of the adequacy of the instru-

ment is apparent. Spanish, Grade 3, reveal s an adequacy percent of

»
rd
o bmo

iOé.O; the Social Studies, Elementary, an adequacy percent of %4
in both cases the percentage of adequacy is considerably higher than

in those cases in which sepsrate viewings took place. with the excep~
tion of Biology, Grade 10 and Physics. Grade 12. The two seqtiences
were viewed separately, but with special care being taken tc achieve
maximum synchronization by one member of Team || observing the activity
of Team | while they were coding. A compiete analysis of agreements ..

and disagreements by filmed sequence is given in Tables 18 and ;8 of

Appendix G.
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Of 1,779 possible categorizations made at the l5-second interval, ~%§
388 substitutions of one sub-catsgery for another were made by one or E%

the other of the two teams. An adequacy percentage ¢f 78.1 results. Ei
Acairn, a comparison of this figure with those of the two simul taneous g§ j;;
observations supports the conciusion that lack of synchronization in s R
viewing prejudiced the test of adequacy. Spanish, Grade 3, at 15 g “,3,”
seconds resulted in 99.0 percent, and Social Studies, Elementary, in Ea ggQ
33.1 perceni., As in the case of the l0-second simuiltaneous observations, :??
L.
these adequacy percentages are significantly higher than those obtained Eg ,/
for observatmnc conducted at separate viewings. e

Cn th?s'basis the overal! adequacy was considered to be sui- %% ‘
ficient at the category level of the function Dimension. : Ei t?
N

An analysis of the special difficuities involved in those ob- :

servations in which the adequacy estimate fei! below 75 percent is Eg [
included in the next section. =

!i ,
. fnalysis of Timed and Untimed Procedures , - W%
The original proposal anticipated the deveiopment >f an in- %g %%

strument which would permit the observation and categorization of all

observed bshaviors of a teacher in a classroom. Initial attempts to

realize this expectation operationally were difficult in live classroom

[ ins -1
GRS
—
L

3

observation because of the large number of categories in the system. In N

SERemrraes b
o
S, 4
e,

order to overcome this problem ''se'ected" cbservations at set intervais

were made under the asswmptions that (1) further famu!narnty with and de- Ni E}
velopment of thz instrument would permit observnt:on and categor:zatlon ;ﬁ
of all observed behaviors; and {2) over a period of time using various Eﬁ i 3
2 timed intervals it would be possible to. observe andlcategorize all be~ ?ﬁf
- - o
fﬁ haviors. This open approach to data ccllection was permicsible bacause ES :
3, i
3 ‘
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the objective was to discover all the behaviors possibie without

e ¥ concern for the particular patterns or sequence of behaviors, G5
L Initially, timed intervals of 5 seconds, 10 seconds, ard 15 Kies
N o
- seconds were atiempted., The 5-second interval was found to be toc it
N o short ¥or adequate coding of observed teacher behavicrs because of =
A;ﬁ;/, % ?3 4
Ore the complexity of the system. The 10- and 15-szcond interval timings &
s g

é}\ g% were tound to be operational for coding purposes and were used in the X
e adequacy testing. The frequency of categorization was established at ¥-

‘ i &
PR
g

10- and i5-second intervals in order to quantify the results of the %

b DLk

i)

- ~ L] - - . e . . :55’“
bservations and classifications for comparison DUrnosaE, Nt

These timings were functional for recording teacher behaviors

characterized by slow changes in behavior. However, in instances of :

2 R S

rapidly changing behaviors, even the 10~ and 15-second timings were o
sometimes difficult, A smaller unit of timing would seem desirabie G

for these rapid changing behaviors; however making the timing intervals 5

3 =

smaller would have made it impossible to keep up with the recording on &

timed basis. Looking at the film and making the notaticns .n the coding

i AY ARSIV
/i S W
Dy !?g{' "‘(’

shest took several szconds. {f timings had been closer together, the "7

period spent in viewing would have had to be decreasad and greater de-

«ﬂsf
!
g

@é~uy pendence would have bezn placed on the audio stimuii For recording -

e I‘ - g 3

Ny rather than ¢ combination of audio and visual stimul :

'\'(?.; "

2y = In order to have available an ora! indication of the time A

g e

S . t . - 5J

i interval, nambers were placed on audio tape and synciircnized with the §

\"‘ K @ - - o . 7

8 gﬁ viewing of the Tilmed sequenze of ieaching. Since the coding sheets %
* A

Y " for the instrument had space for recording 3® instances of behavior, o

T "2{: i

‘v -g 2‘ . H 3

Ed ¢ the numbering on the tape was donz in groups of 30. For the }5e-secong

?{,% timing interval, three sets of 30 were recorded in the fo!l Towing wa ¢

22N 5: *»
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e

The word tistart” was used to bagin the film for recording., Numbers

from one to 20 were recorded normally; numbers from 2i to 35 were

Eha

recorded by saying ‘‘one,’! "two," "three,'" . . , 'nine,Y “lhirgy!

in order to keep the time required in saying the numbers approximately

ity
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sets of numbers wers recorded for the i0-second interval timing in

s
=5
4
0
o
3
R

s manner.

All filmed seqguences had titles. As soon 3s the titles Taded,
the tape recorder was started., The first coding was done at the ;ail

of Yone.'' Hearing the number provided the stamueus for beginning the

cocing of the teacher bhehavior being obsarved on the kinesicpe

.. 4

In the beginning, because of lack of familiarity with the
[}

process, it was necessary for the teams to stop the filmed sequence

at the end of the first 30 timed intervals. This resulted in some
differences between tzams because an undetermined number of frames
passed through the movie projector between the hearing of the number
“thirty" and the stopping of the film movement. Through continued use,
it was possible %0 record at the 1E-second interval for 22.5 minutes
without stopping, and for 29 minutes at the 10~second interval, ex-
cept for filmed ssquences which provided examples of rapid and frequent

changes in behavior.

The stopping and starting of the movie projector gave some

253 o

difficulty in the exact timing done by the teams. If one feam stopped
at the end of the first set of 30 and the other team did not, a dif-
ference in the seguences coded resulted. For exampie, if Team |
stopped the movie projector at the end of the first 30 instences of

time and the other team did rot, some difference resulted in the

sz
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encounters cbserved in the second set of 30 instances. The team which
stopped the projector lost a few frames in the srocess of turning the
machine on snd off. Furthermore, the sound was distorted for the first
faw frames each time the projector was srarted again

1f the tape with the nur'.:red sequences were rewound by the team
who stopped at the end of the first set of 30 intervals, the tié&ng for
the second and remaining sequences was different because of fncidental
differences in the timing on the taped numbered sequences. This did
not result in a major difference of codings since the numbsrs recorded
in each set were based on carefuiiy tiwed intervais. Nevertheless s,
tne stimuli for the coding was not always identical for both teams if
one were listening to the first set and the other to the second set of
numbers, Differences in the speed of pronunciation of a given number as
well as fractional differences in intervals between numbers were
inevitabie,

The tape recorder was started as scon as the titles faded from
the screen. At times it was difficult to begin the tape at the same
time in succeeding viewings because the title faded gradually, Such
& beginning resulted in a difference in the number of irtervals re-
corded by the two teams. If one team started a few szconds hefore the

other, the recordings could not he compared on the basis of the same
teacirer behavier. This resulted in a timing difference betwesn teams.
The numsers recorded were stimuli for the coding of teacher be-
havior. As soon as the number was heard, the observer of each tsam had
the responsibility of making 2 decisior as to what to record. Record-

ing the observed behavior after hearing the numker caused differences

isv the coding of instances when the cia nge of behavior was rapid and
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frequent., For exampie, i the timed interval appeared in the middle of
a question, it was somewhat difficult to decide what to code: ‘'jJohn,

what is the answer tc the question?® |[f the celling of the number

occurred after ''John," and then immediately continued with the question,

the ohserver hzad z choice of codin

niate ar Sot
pniate e

e

ng the function as Manip

! Ny
- i

-t

ard. |f the teacher had said, !'"John,' paused, and then cantinued
the question, and the timed interval bad occurred during the pause, the

behavior wouid have been coded as SILENCE. if the entire question had

peen rapid, the observer may have coded both the Manipulate and Set
Standard or only one function. This decision was the cbserver's, aud
ied to confusion in coding at times.

At times, the behavior changed so rapidiy and freqqgntly, that
there was confusion as to what to record. Split-second chque“in be
havicor at the interval also caused some difficulty. Ewven though the
15« and i0~-second timing intervals were chosen for the study, the timing
was stiil relevant. The hearing of the number on the tape was the
stimulus for recording the behavior observed. Whén hearing the number,
the observer then had to decide what to code. 1in a situation~where the
teacher said, "The reason foir the i0ss at the Battle gf the Alamo (‘'five!)
. . " the coding was difficult because there was lack of iniormation as
to the rea! function c¢f the statement. Coding the behavicr at a parti-
cular moment, such as the above, was not always exact. .The situation
could have been foilowed by completing the statemen; Q:tn a questicn, or
continuing to Inform or Explain., Because of'the timed’intcrva!, the ob-
servers were forced to code a particular functio.a, fn addition, the

observer had to make a decision to code the behavior happening at the

instance of the hearing of the number, consider the happenings just
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before the call, or wait & few seconds after the call to record the
coding.

Some teacher behaviors iasted longer than others. in instances
where the behavior was of an extended duration, the agreement between
teams was higher tonan wherz behaviors were rapid and changing. _S&ze~
times a teacher started to initiate an activity, and then zfter codings
at several intervals in this category, interrupted this type behavior
with ancther kind of behavior and then returned to the initiating be-~
havier. In recording the teacher behavior at the i5- End 10-second
intervals It was difficuilt to distinguish batween the overall classi-
fication to make and the exact behavior of the teacher as seen and heard
at aparticular time. Previewing the filmed sequences helped to give
the observers bettzr understanding of the function of the behaviors of
the teacher, but it was difficult, at times, tc maintain and recall the
complete thought while coding. The broader classificacions of function
had to be uppermost in the minds of the observers for recording be-
haviors, and then each of the sub-categories of funciion had to be
determined for a particular teacher behavior.

At the 19- and 15-second call made between numbers r.ucorded on
the tape recorder, al! three dimensions were recorded on the coding
sheets. In some instances, only the source and sign had to be marked,
such as ORIGINATE and SILENCE. 1In other instances, several behaviors

were recorded. The source usually had only one mark for an instaence.

AR R O D R Oy TR G2 2 IR N 68 X8 OEy O

A few instances of rapid teacher behavior change resulted in codiug

both ORIGINATE and RESPOND. The sign dimensions, however, could have

ema

more than one ctoding for an irstance. For example, the teachsr could

have been writing on the chalkboard and speaking at the same time or
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performing and speaking at che same tire, These multipie behaviors

usuaily necessitated recording at least two function categorizations--

Anforming. or Explaining and Fanaging Materiel, or Assisting and

Jnforming. This meent that the observer had to make a decision on
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coircder. In a few instances, more than five markings were made for a
~.

particular instance because of added meaning of the behavior of the

% :
Vi teacher.
&8 On Form B, which was untimed, recording ail behaviors of the
teacher created certain problems. i{t was most difficuit éo record ali
behaviors of the teacher when the behaviors were }apia and changing
frequently. The observers had to lcok at the instrumént ‘or coding
and in this small period of time, a behavior might have been misse&.
During the early part of the recording phase, it was necessary to stop
the movie projector freouently to record all behaviors which'were ob~
served. This'resuited in 3 few frames of the film béing iost because
of the movement of the film through the machine and the disiortion of
the sound when the projector was started again. After continued wérk-
it~ with the system of classification, longer periods o% observing
wer. possible. For filmed sequences of slow changing behaviors it
was possible to view the entire sequence without turning off the
machine. In filmed sequences of rapid and frequently changing be-
haviors, continuous viewing was not alwavs possibie. Eecause the
numbers used for recording the behaviors were in sequence, it was
sometimes difficult to remember which number hadvbéen last recorded

and hard to compare the results of team members. However, after view-

ing each filmed sequence, the members of each team compared codings and
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corrected the number sequence. The numbers could not be used for
comparing one team with another because of the difference in se-
quences seen and because of the difference in times changed from one
sheet to another. Thereforz, the numbers per se were not used as a

basis for ceomparisen.

Analysis of Disagreements in Coding ‘

While endeavoring to establish the adequacy of the system of ;}
classification, disagreements of three types were noted--omissions ;:
of classification of some behaviors by one or the other ¢f the tcams ;%
of coders; selection of different portions of encounters for categori- ;?
zation; and the substitution of onz category or sub-category for s |

another category or sub-category.

Sign Dimension Disagreements.~-Umissions of categorization

were noted in the Sign Dimension in those encounters wherein several

behaviors were present at the same time. This was particularly
noticeable in the mathematics and science classes in which the teacher
was using the blackboard and other equipment during the lesson.
Because of the pressure of time, and the requirement that a
gesture have a discernible function, until facility had been gained
ir handling the instrument, there wac a tendency to occasicnal vy code
a gesture immediately upon noticing it and then not be certain it had
a function, Such cases accounted for the isolated instances of GESTURE
oaissions.
Closely related to this type of omission were those which
occurven because the observei was in the process of looking at his

cading sheet to make an entry when a gesture or performance. of. short
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duration occurred. This type disagreement was less frequent, however.
An adjustment was made in the scoring to count as ''agreement! those
instances where three of the four agreed cn a PERFORM or GESTURE be-

havior and the fourth observer failed to note it.

Of the 474 instsnces of disagreement within the Sign Dimension

-

g

i

b

at 10 seconds, 383, or 81.9 percent were omissions by one team or the é%

other. Of these omissions, 23.5 percent were in the SPEAK category, %é
8.5 percent in the %EAD category, and 13.3 percent in the WRITE cate-

gory. The vast mzjority were in the GESTURE and PERFORM categories. EE

i

Furthermore, the substitution of one category for another was pre-

dominantly betwesn GESTURE and PERFORM. Substitutions between these

categoric:s made up 57.0 percent of all substitutions, and 8.0 percent gg

agreements in coding of the Sign Dimension during 10-second

o
-+
Q
-
et
o
-y
(TH

observations,
On the 15-second observations, there were 350 disagreements

within the Sign Rimensiun; 81.1 percent were omissions by one team

or the other. The SPEAK category accounted for 21.8 percent of the
smissions; READ, .4 percent;-and WRITE, 11.6 percent. As in the case
af the 10-second observations, substitutions between GESTURE snd PER-

FORM were most high. They comprised the largest group of the total:

of the total of 866 substitutions were made between these categories in
two obozrvations only, in both of these cases the teacher was not
always visible even though her voice could be heard. Clarification

of procedures to permit the inference of a continuation of the same

Sign Dimension through an encounter when the camera moved from the

teachier while she continued to speak removed this probiem.

substitutions, except for substitutions of SPEAK. for READ. Fifteen ' g;
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It did not occur on subsequen: cbservations.

A breakdown of the number and percentage of disagreements at
10 arnd 15 seconds by category for the Sign Dimension is included in
Tables 20 and 21 in Appendix G.

As roted in Chapter IV, instances of substitution of SILENCE

-

by one team for any other Sign Dimension were disregarded in the

quantification of the reliability and adequacy indeces. These cases

T"if PR

were found to be obvious manifestations of selection of different en-

counters for coding. ©f 3,889 instances of coding at the 10-second

»

interval , 541 substitutions were recorded. in the i5-second observa-

tion, 4h7 instances of different encounters coded were recorded out

@,
¢

of a total of 2,303 instances. The causes of this type difference

are discussed under the Analysis of Timed and Untimed Procedures,

@

The use of Form B for continuous observation and classification

of behavior cvercame the problem of classifying different encounters,

k0

but it did not entirely solve the problem of omission of secondarv
Sign Dimension behaviors. The observers tended to concentrate on the

oral behavior as primary, even t.ough the system of classification was

e S

designed io minimize this tendency. |If anything were omitted, it was
¥

GESTURE, PERFORM, or WRITE when asccompanied by spoken behavior. The

freguency of omissions for the Sign Dimension was ruch less on the

uatimed than on timed cbservations.

L

When ths teacher was very active and used constantiy changing

patterns of behavior, it was sometimes difficult to maintain the dusl

or triple entries made necessary by the behavior. The nature of the

A
K

)

d

fficulties related to the speed of teacher benavior, frequency of

change in encounter and behavior pattern, and complexity of behavior

'
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pattern may be seen Ly reference to Figqures 7 and 8. Figure 7 gives

an example of a simple behavior pattern. Figure & is an axample of a
compl ex pattern. The compiex patterns are difficult to code, difficuit
to transcribe in.a profile and difficult to linterpret.

Figure 7, the profile of an elementary science ceacher at the
beginning of a class pericd, is an example of a verv simple, linear
behavior. In interpreting this figure, all behaviors in the Function
Dimension sub-category may be accepted as being coincidental with

spoken behavior of the Sic: Rimension unless the behavior is coded

below the double line in an al ternate sign category. At encounter

one, the teacher was silent; at encounter 2, the teacher performed
eliciting behavior; at 3, she restricted; at 4 she was silent; at g%
5, she elicited; at 6, manipulated, end so on. All behaviors in

this profile of behaviors were sequent:al and none were simul tanecous.

& very different pattern is seen in Figure 8. The shorthand
teacher begins the class by setting the standard for future student be- gé

havior and then at the second encounter gives a test while manipulating

the classroom environment and menaging materiel. She both speaks aad
performs whiie serving these functions. At encounter 3, she goes to a Eg

linear behavior, readiny being the mode of communication and informing

PR N

being the function. At encounter 4, she speaks and elicits; at 5, she

writes on the board and reinforces what she has said previousiy; at 6,

F =

she stimulates the class by speaking in preparation for the ne;'t testing

situation. At the 7th encounter she again tests oraliy whiie performing

Ff“‘ta

some other activity and manipuiating the classroom environment. At
encounter & she no longer manipul ates the environment, but writes on

the blackboard, serving to manage the materiels she has selected to use
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in eliciting a response. (While the profile does not record the exact

-

natur2 of the situation, the observerstnoted that the PERFQRM-Hanage

Materiel category was limited to hendling a stop-watch to time dictation

@
g

exercises which formed the test material.)

Because laughter was infrequent, it was decided not to further

0% 4

compl icate the instrument by adding a LAUGH category to tihe Sign

dimension. Howsver, faughter was made & part of the system of classi-
fication and was handled during observation and cocing by placing an
"L in the GESTURE uatsgory.

Reviewiny the Films made it possible to pick up initial

B BBy Y

omissions caused by teo ranid sequence or multiple combinations of the

Sign #ad Function Dimensions. The combination of the results of obe

servations made on the two forms (A znd B), confirmed the adequacy of

the system for categorizing 2!l Sign dimension aspects of teacher

behaviors.

LA @
X

Function Dimension Bisagreemsnts.--instances of difficuity in

>

cimssification within the Function Dirension ware found to be of three

W ICRCT S T,

types similar to those found in the Sign Dimension, but with specia!

causes more directly related to minor inadequacies in the aresent

- yele
A
S
i
m

sys tem,

The total adsquacy estimste o3 presented on pp. 112-123 oF

this chapter is of 1iztie consequence in determining thz final a2dequacy

TR

of the classification system because the system was being modifled and

extended throughout the testing. A bhetter estimate is geined from an

enalysis of the resuits of the individual observations and the typas

of susstitutions that occurred !n them. Tables 1§ and 17 in Appendix §.

rovide = breakdown of the adcauacy ssiimato of the instrurmeny for each
3
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: fitmed sequence for both 1C- and 15-second observations. gg {??
%; Five of the 19 observations made at 10-seccnd ictervals, and ,é :

: nine of the 20 observations made at 15-secund intervals for the . 5%5
e Function Dimensicn fe!l below 75 percent in degree of adequacy. . This | ﬁ e

= ‘

indicates that fewer substitutions were made on the observations at EEE
!ﬁ seconcs than on‘thcse at 15 seconds. The lower number of substi-
tutiens on the 1f0=-second ébservations was partially due to greater

3 familiarity with the filmed sequences since most observavions were made

2 at tﬁe 15-second timed interval first. in five ca 2568, the degree of

73 adequacy was greater on the 15-second observation than on the 10-second

£
;.". a ™ o .
z% observaticn for the same filmed szquences. In only iwo instances was

LA
GED e R &

R the difference greater than twe percent. {n both of these instances

x.
[P
v
S

one or both of the teams categorized the behavior at 10 ssconds before

g N . . . . N
9 15 seconds. This indicates that ther a direct relstionship between E% b
Ny
. ." L4 - i"‘
J frequency and sequence of viewing and adequacy of observer caiegoriza- %
N . . . t % . | f
¥ tion. The switch in the usual sequence of observation resul ted from E%
':é: * H 4 L] [ 1 ] t:
B previewing the films which enablad the observers to know that the
1)
5 categorization of these particulcr films would not be difficult. This 5

? judgment was based primarily on low incidence of teacher prriicipztion

Speciail Problems with Three Films.~=-The lowest degree of adequacy

R T
,‘ &
‘-Z

o
v w2s achieved with énglisk, Grade 12, & class called Creative Engl ish. g}¥
= Thiee unigue factars would seem to have contributed to the low degree
i of adeguecy computed for both the 10- and 15-second ol:servations. %
2 First, thg sound reproduction of the fiim made it difficult to under- AN
N :x?‘ -
ég ztand at nany points and the observers disagreed as to what was being

5874 even after repeated chservaiions. Second, the class was unstructured,

: T a e, avex T I e T TR i
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thus making it d.fficult to discern the function of some of the en-
counters while in the process of coding. Third, the teacher's

behavior was often ambiguous because she played a consuitative role in
much of this sequerce. As she moved from small group to small group
working as conwii ttees, she changed from a participant in the discussions
to a controller of the discussions and back 2gain. This lad to con-
siderable confusion ameng sbservers és they attempted to discern the
specific function of the behaviors. [t was noted that a similar con-
fusicr seemed evident con the part of the students as they iried to

shift their behavior tc meet the shifts in the teacher's behavior.

On the besis of a composite score uf adequacy arrived at by
adding the percentages of adequacy for both the 10- and 15-second
observations, the range of adequacy was found to be 118.8 to 199.0.
Table 22 in Appendix € provides a complete list of composite scores by
filmed sequences. In the case of one film enly, did the composite score
fall below 60 percent. This film was of English, Grade 12. The distri-

bution by percentage of adeqguacy is given in Table 11.

Table 11

Distribution of Composite Adequacy Percentages

- .

Percentile rreguency of QJccurrence
90th 3
80th 7
70th 5
60th 3 .
56th i

Besides the Creative English secuence, a class in Physical

Education for mentally restarded chi!drep and ¢ ninth grade Social
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&

Studies class provided the greatest number of instances of substituticn

£ of tategorizs within the Function Dimension. The Physical Education gg
b2d &
3 film caused confusion for the observers because the teacher was filling

. two roles-~instructor of a junicr high class in Physical Education and %g
e =3

instructoi of college students preparing to teach. When he functioned

in the role of informer to the college student viewers, the coding was

= - in unanimous agreement. But when he directed his behavior to the junior

high students, the coders could not agree whether he was developing a
skill, regulating the students' behavior or merely maneuvering the

students through a routine which he had developed before. Each team of

m m{a

observers consistently coded the particular behavior in a given category,

but they coded the spacific function differsntly. 1In th.s case, the

28

probles zould only be resolved by knowirng what had gone before the

situstion presented in the filmed sequence. |If the students had learned

-

the specific skills before but their recall of the steps needed to be

X
L

Jjogged, the teacher's behavior in giving instructions for performing a

rotl, somersault, or head-stand could logically be coded Reinforce.

\ =g

If the same teacher behavior were viewed as mereiy a command to perform

a physical feat as the class had been trained, it would be manipulative.

g

The same behavior could be coded Set Standard if the purpose were seen
to be regulative of student behavior. $ince there was insufficient in~
formation about the antecedent class activity, the difficulties of

cnding could not be resoived and the system of classification had to be

judged of questionable adequacy for cases in which the purpose of the

. teacher behavior was not clear,

The third filmed sequence which provided evidence of inadequacies

within the Function Dimensicon was a ninth-grade Social Studies class. On

E o ARG S ke
0T R e st




% ‘m@mm&ﬂw&wwawmﬁdm. PR ORI k. FIE AN o £

B

145

both the 10- and 15-second observations the coders substituted structuring
behaviors for developing behaviors. Over 25 percent of the total sub-
stitutions were in these categories. This problem was the result of
difficulty in the establ ishment of the priority of the category over

the sub-cateyory. Because of the design of the Form A coding sheets

(see Appendix F ) observers tended to look at small segments of behavior
rather than a total encounter. Thus, two specific prohlems arose. First,
the observers failed to maintzin the mzjor caiegory distinction. Aften
observation of the ninth-grade Social Studies class, one of the first

of those conducted during the validation study, it was discovered that
one of the teams wasz tiot coding in terms of the prevailing purpose of

the behavier., When the icacher asked guestions or supplied information
at the beginning of the class in an effort to set the context and order
of future work, it was coded as developmental behavior with an eliciting
and informing function respectively, rather than as Initiate and Qrdsr.

A similar confusion was noted in the use of the DEVELOP and REGULATE
categories and DEVELOP and EVALUATE categorizss. The sub-~categories

Elicit and Inform were misinterpreted to be the same as questioning and

making a statement.. Therefore, when a regulative or evaluative behavior
occurred in the form of a question, it was coded Elicit under DEVELOP.
Likewise. a statement containing information, even if not related to

the duvelopment of the content or procedures was often coded inform
under the DEVELOP category.

Difficul ties with Isolaited Behaviors.--Another specific problem

was related to categorization of behaviors which seemed to interrupt the
overall pattern set by the teacher, This type diTvficulty was particularly

prevalent in the initial coding because of minimal familiarity with the
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instrument on the part of the okservers. But it proved to be a con-
tinuing temptation on the timed-interval coding. The most prevalent
disagreements in coding of this nature were the coding of specific be=
haviors as developmental behavior during a structuring encounter. This
was especiziiy true of those sub-categories of behavior, Explain and
Inform, and to a small degree Elicit and Check. However, the bulk of
such substitutions occurred duriing the first half of the observation
testing. After the fifth coding session, substitutions between the
STRUCTURE and DEVELOP categories became insignificant, amounting to

no more tnan three substitutions between these categories on any single
filmed sequence. '

The tendency to convuse catcgories in this manner appeared to
be related to the degree of orderliness or structure imposed on a situa-
tion by the teacher. Wuhen a behavior demonstrated what was judged to
be considerable planning because of its orderliness and predicability,
it seemed easier to follow the pattern of the teacher and coding re-

mained consistent from observation to observation by each coder, each

team and for both teams. When a pattern was less ohbvious or difficult

of ambiguity was occasionally cleared up after the entire sequence had

e
[l

e, e
Yo

i

been viewed several tiwcz. However, since corrections of earlier cate-
gorizations could not be made with any degree of surety, the first

impressions ware alliowed to stand in the dat:y used in thic tud and 10

adjustments were made in cedings between teams. [t was sufficicnt to

know that the causes of substitutions and omissions during ccding could
be checked against subsequent observations and classifications. The

inability of the observers to see certain behaviors, whether based on

to discern, the temptation was to scatter the categorization. This type
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a time differential or misunderstanding of the categories, in no way

arfected the adequacy of the system of classificetion to enable re-

cording of all behaviors,

A second type of problem with isoiated instances was more diffij~

cult to overcome and persisted to the last day of viewing. In these

instances a particular behavior did not seem to have a clear function.

The purpose of the teacher was not clear. A spot check of such en-

counters indicated that while not all abservers made special note of

the same instances, when one observer was uncertajin abcut the behavior

end made s not

W

o1 it, the other observers frequently differed with each

other and tended to change their coding of the behavior from observaticn

te observation. From discussion of such encounters by the coders, the

primary cause of confusion in coding such behaviors is hypothesized to

be the inherent ambiguity of the encounter caused by uncertainty as to

the teacher'. purpose. Not only were the observers uncertain about what

they saw in terms of the Function Dimension, in the same situation the

students evidenced similar insecurity. Such instances are examples of

the strength of the instrument rather than its weakness. However, it

is impossible a2t this stage In developnent of the instrument to validate

this point with a high degres of certainty. Further investigation i

necessary.

A third type of confusion which was noted in isolated instances

related to the problem of maintaining the primery category ccncept

rather than the sub-category concept. However, its roct was the re-

verse of the difficulty discussed above. Where the first problem was

cerrected by clarifying observer understanding of the priority of the

establ ished category over the sub~categyory, this problem was inrensified
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by a strict adherence to a primary premise of the system of classifi-
cation, namely, that sub-catejories are parallel units of categories.
The Stimulate sub-category provided the primary example of this diffi-
cul ty end pointed to an inadequacy in the systeu. The sub-category

proved ambiguous because of its inclusion in the DEVELOP category.

 2: Those encounters which.were clearly developmental and focused on the
%f content of the course or process caused no difficulty. However, much

of the behavior which was ul timately categorized as Stimulate was more
~directly related to the REGULATE categery as a complement to the {nguiry
sub-category because it fostered personal or group involvement without

regard te particular content or process. This is indicative of the
complex nature of the teaching process and teacher behavior, but also
emphasizes a critical problem. Tha problem was not satisfactorily re-
sol vec) during the adequacy testing in ferms of ease of coding or logical
consistency. However, the incidence of difference in coding remained

low. Only 15 instances of substitution of Stimu)ate for a regulating

function {usually of the Set Standard sub-category) were recorded at

10 seconds and only eight at 15 seconds. These instances represented
only 3.4 percent and 2.1 percent of the total substitutions respecti .2lv.
The recognition of this ove(lap of regulative and developmental functions
was sufficient to permit the handiing of instances of this type behavior,
but it affected the efficiency of the instrument and required that ob-
servers make an ex:eption to the supremacy of the category definition to
thke sub-category in this instance. Such excsptions are not permissible
if total adequacy is to be claimed,

A review of the instances of sqbstitution of one category for

another in the Function Dimension indicates that the DEVELOP and
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REGLATE categories are the areas of grestest substitution. However,
when the frequency of subs:itution is compared to the frequency of
coding in a category, it is revealed that the greatest proportion of
substitutions was in the EJALUATE category. The percentage of substie
tution of the EVALUATE category for another category was 74.7 percent
of all instances of categerization in that ¢ategory on i0-second
observations and 82.0 percent on i5-second observations. The bulk of
these substitutions were to the DEVELOP catsgory, but they formed only
a minor pertion of total substitutions in the DEVELOP category. Thjs
suggests that the smal ler number of instances of evaluative behavior
as well as the measured effect of incongruence of observaticns has
severely prejudiced this factor, It is impo%sib%g to plaim a high
degree of adequacy for the EVALUATE category on the basis of the timed
observations., Tabies 23 and 24 in Appendix G provide an analysis of
inter-category substitutions.

Analysis of the results of coding for the EVALUATE category on
Form & 2lso showed a lack of concurrence in judgment between Teams |
and 1l. Team | coded 5 total of 226 instances of evaluative behavior
on 19 filmed sequences; Team !i coded 299 instances of encounters with
evaluative behavicr. Since Team i! consistently soded more behaviors in
all categories when using Form B, the 73 instance plurality for Team '
may be judged to be consistent with the overall patiern of-categoriéa-
tion by each team. The difterence in number of instances resulted From
frequent stopping of the projector by Team | which, in turn, caused

portions of the behaviors tc be lost. Behaviers lpst in this process

g

X
N

had to be behaviors of short duration. Stereotype, the most frequent
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Eg sub-category observed in the EVALUATE category, is such a short-duration
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i s . . .
h - behavior that analysis of the results of coding proved it to be parti-
e cularly vuinerable to- this procedural fault. !l
7]

On the'basis of the similarity of patterns between Teams | and
L il when using-Form B {continuous observation), and the lack of specific Eg

observer questions about behaviors related to evaluation, the system

of classification for this category must be judged adequate for the

types of teacher hehavior observed. But the adequacy of the procedures

for timed-interval. observations may be chalienged for behaviors of short
durgtion, 7 7

Intra-Cateaory Substitutions.--Thus far the discussion of sub=-

stitutions related to the Fqution Dimension has besen concerned with

those occurring'between categories (inter} of the dimension. A final
area of cohcern was the degree of adequacy achieved for the sub-categcries

within each Function Dimension .category.

i
g
z
B
¢

On the 15-second ohservations there was a total of 255 intre~
category Substitutions; on the 10-second observations, 340. Substitutions

were distributed unevenly among the categeries. Tne EVALUATE and

AﬁMiNISTER'categorias each contained 4.1 percent of the total at 15

seconds. The REGULATE categery contained 5.5 percent of the total and

the STRUCTURE category 93],percent~of the total on 10-second observations,

!eavinj 73.5'perce6t éf.tﬁe total sub;titutions in the DEVELOP category. gg
A similar'ﬁistkibutiqn Qf_substiﬁutions was found in the ceding of the

15=second observatioﬁs. ihe QEVELOP category accounted for 86 3 percent %%
of the total substitutions and REGULATE and STRUCTURE accounted for only ia

7.8 percent and 4.3 percent respectively.  Table 25 in Appendix & pro-

N

vides a comziete picture of the fregquency and percentage of

category substitutions. The distinctions made between definitions of
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sub-categories within the ADMINISTER and EVALUATE categories were
operational and permitted a near-perfect degree of agreement in coding.
The sub-categories within the STRUCTURE and RECULATE categorics wers
only slightiy less operational.

OF the substitutions made within the REGULATE category, the
major propection, 9C.0 percent at 15 seconds and 79.3 percent at

16 seconds, were reiated to the Set Standard sub-category. This finding,

coupled with the proportionally higher percentage of inter-category sub-

stitutions invelving this sub-category indicates the need for clarification

of the Set Stendard definition to make the distinction clearer. However,

the frzquency of substitutions within this category are insufficient to
provide 2n indication of any specific weakness in the definition.
Yables 25 and 27 in Appendix G provide a conplete report of the fre-

quency of substitutions for each sub-category of the Function Dimension.

The froquency of intra-category substitutions in the sub-
category under DEVELOP indicates that the definitions thus far deveioped
are not definitive enough to alicw observers te make all the distiactions

in codin

Fe)

of teacher bekavior that the instrument developers aaticipated.

2 sub-categeries Jest, Sumparize, and Stimulate showed a low degiee of

~ L ‘A g
-~ WNE 4 TN A "
4 " N J CANYY
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“ o substitutions and thus, may be judged adequate in terms of distinctions

within the category.

S
O

The remaining five sub-catagories within the DEVELOP category

demonstrate varying degrees of difficulty in coding. The distinction

between Check and Elicit remsined difficult for observers to make because

~'~ Y " ;A: "‘ -
SR T S
Lo, >

nctiy enough to allow coders

teacher questions are often not worded Jdist
‘ gi to decide whether the question required a synthesis of facts, ideas,

and concepts intc an answer demonstrating an understanding of the content
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of the lesson, 'Why'" and "how'' questions were coded with little diffi-
culty. Questicns such as, ''What would you do in case of a fire?! were

less clearly coded. The problem then arose as to whether the coding

decision should be based on the type of answer the studeiit gave or on 1
the observer's judgment of the teacher's intent in asking the question

based on what had transpired in the classroom situazion prior te the
teacher behavior being considered. Jdeally, in such cases the decision

would be made on the basis of the situation, but the pressures of time

.«
M

forced the observers to code the behavior with only a minimum amount of
reflection. Specific instruction for observers with examples of this
type difficult situation or elaboration of the definition would improve
the intra-category adequacy at this point.

The [ixplain sub-category was sometimes confused with inform and ég

for informing behavior or vice versa, parallels the difficulty which

occasicnally with Reinforce. The substitution of explaining behavior E

arose between Elicit and Check. It was difficuit for the observers to =

% P
decide whether or not the teacher was showing the relationship between i
facts, ideas, etc., or simpiy setting forth an array of facts and con- iE
cepts with incidental mention of relationships @xisting between them. :
More instances of substitutions occuried between these sub-categories e e

than betweer any others. Considerable amplification of the definitions

oo
I

of these sub-categories is necessary. .

The cause of substitution of explaining for reinforcing be-

NN

havior was more easily recognized. Insufficient evidence or attention
to the evidence of prior development of the idea, approach, or method 'D

caused one or more of the coders to code a behavior Explain when it was {“
]

confirming or sustaining an idea already explained. li
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Reinforcing behaviors were confused with informing behavicrs for

“

the same reasons stated sbove for explaining bzhaviors. The confusions

o’
= of Elicit and Reinforce were of a different type, however. Qbszrvers

tended to persist in equating eliciting behavior with all tezacher

guestions. Therefore, rhetorical questions which were one type of re-

inforcing behavior were sometimes coded Elicit by some observers.

.
1 34
el *
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- The substitutions of the Elig)t subecategery for inform ex-

GEEL TR -

”»

hibited the same underlying problem as the Elicit-Reintorce substitutiors,

Attention to the specific function rathser than the grammatical fora of

AN
,

the utterance should reduce the number of substitutions in chesa two
sub=-categories.

in sumary, the intra-category substitutions in the DIVELOP caie-
gory were of three types: (!) those caused bv coder difficulty in

maintaining the fine distinction batween sub-categories--Lheck-Elicit,

Explain-Inform; (2) those caused by confusion of defin’tions of sub-

categories with prior conceptions of sub-category meaning--Eiicit-

Re’nforce; Elicit-inform; and (3) those causad by insufficient grasp of

the total teaching situation--Reinforce-gxplain and Reinforce~!nform.

S T e e R
g 2R N

Sharpening the definitiocns of the five sub-furctions involved, providing

addi tional examples of difficult situations, and increasing the emphasis
on these areas during training of observers decreased the frequency of

1 substitutions significantly.




- ﬁﬁv@éﬁﬁﬁm&ﬁ‘»&?&&wfw ERRR VIR L NIRRT Dt R R TR i et S, L Y, A2 S PRI VT P52 0%, 5 T Py OO TS Ry Yeo

CONCLUDING GBSERVATIGNS

Some concluding observations are in order. As conceisved
eriginally, thé taxonomy was to attempt a synthesis of previous ap-
proaches to the description and cptegorization of teacher classircom
behavior. After seversl attempts to rcalize this synthesis ended in
éempiete frustration, a compromise approach was undertaken. it should
be reiterated that this taxonecmy would not have been possible without
the contributions of those investigators whose work has been cited in
the report. But because previous efforts were consciously designed
<0 study and describe selected facets of the classroom situation,
{heEr findings and their variety of viewpoints could not be synthesized
into one single system for the classification and analysis of teacher
behaviors. Some of the categories, approaches, and conceptuzlizations
developed through thesg earlier offorts, however, provided essential
insigns from which the present taxonomy was evolved. Since the ‘
process of interaction within the c?assroom is so complex and the
phenomena that comprise teaching so varied, the system of classifica-
tion encompagsed by the taxonowy are, of necessity, still limited to
cher behavior., Despite this
fact, in ifs present staye of development, the taxonomy provides a

means for the empirical description of levels of behayior and furnishes

149
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a conceptual screen through which teacher behavicrs may be

.

;

viewed.

An analysis of the results of the validation study indicates

i

the need for further extension and refinement of both the system of
classification and the procedures for using the instruments. Several

problems encountered in the study require further investigation.

System of flassification.-~A major step forward in the system

of classification used in the validation study was the addition of the

Direction Dimension whicti was found to be necessary whun the system was

chnecked against the paradigm of the essential elements of teacher class-

room behavior. This addition must be subjected to further testing.

gxm gn3  EmR

However, there was no indication of needed modifications for the purposes

of this present study.

The Stimulate sub-cateqory rfequires more critical definition so
JLimu q

that some of those behaviors without observable relationship to the ex-
tension of the content or process of s lesson formeriy coded under
DEVELOP-Stimuiate could wore logically find a place under the REGULATE

category. A new sub-category might include those behaviors whose Eg
function is to involve and maintain the student or students in the - ls

class activity.

Within the ADMINISTER category, the sub-category Routinize

must be checked further to determine whether or not it is adequately

defined and sufficient to classify those administrative behaviors which !i
proved difficult to code under the system of classification testad by
this study.
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Considerable attention needs to te given to ¢larifying the dis-
tinctions between sub-categories of the DEVELOP category. The

distinctions between Explain and inform, klicit and Check, and Reinforce-

Explain-inform need special attention. It may well prove necessary to

s KO 32 ER =YD

expand the sub-categories and extend the system of classification to a
third level of behavior.

There is need for revision of the concept of encounter. The

g
g

inability of the observers to be certain about the beginning and the

duration of an encounter caused considerable confusion. Yhile no

attempt was made to quantify the encounter during the development and

§§ adequacy testing of the system of classification, th= project staff came

to recogrize that further clarification of the unit being coded would
improve the reiicbility of the coding. Some method of checkizg the -
ability of coders to identify the lsngth and frequency of encounters,
during the training period before inauguration of actual coding pro-
cedures, may assist in pinpointing the difficul ties experienced .. regard
to this factor.

Procedures.--The procedures for collecting data and using the

instrument must ke mddified to fit the special uses to which the system
of classification may be put. It is recommonded that adequacy testing

of further refinements of the system of classitication make use of type-
scripts of the oral behavior which have been coded to coincide with the
categorization of the live or filmed behavicr. This, coupled with the ‘
us~ a projector with a reverse and slow motion mechanism would greatly
facilitate the revolution of diffarencec in coding based solgly on mis-

understanding of both verbal and non-verbal beiaviors.
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Less reliance upon timed-interval coding and more attention to
the development of a composite picture based on different codings to be

checked against a timed-interval observation are suggssted by experience

wi th the taxonomy.

Possible Futv-e Research.~--There is growing conviction among

several investigators that to understand teaching and learning, efforts
mist be focused on the further illumination of the dynamics of the class-

room. The procedures and approaches used by different researchers to

R Bxs e

study this problem vary wide/y, but at the present state of knowledge
about teaching-learning, this variety is both reasonable and desirable.
Lurrently there is insufficient data to support strong knowledge claims
about teacher-leainer interaction.

A syst . of classification and description of middie-range

teacher behaviors has resulted from this research endeavor, Middle-

range behaviors are not specific or discrete in nature. Rather, they

are composed of any number of specific behaviors. For example, tha sub~

category of the taxonomy, Elicit, might include suck specific behaviors

as posing an open question tc a group, posing a closed question to one
student, asking for a show of hands, etc. Employing the classification

system as it now stands, data of a more precise nature could be gathered

R NP B Oy vE R %G

in a reliable feshion, some tentative theoretical postuiations could be

=

;} formulated, and operational paradigms developed. What is needed is an

5; extension of the system to encompags more discrete behaviors and a body

;j; of descriptive data that will provide knowledge of the reiationship "
between a specific teacher behavior and the response pessibilities and ’i

%i; probabilities of learners, i.e., empirically validated relationships

£

. between a taxcnomy of teacher behavior and a taxonomy of learner behavior.
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Knoviledge of these relationships must be determined before the content

and experiences needed to develop effective teaching skills can be
identified and organized into programs of teacher preparaticn. There-
fore, what is required is a concerted effort to develop a knowledge

base for the education of teachers through the careful empirical study

and analysis of the dynamics of teacher-learner interaction. The taxomomy

is one step toward making it possible to gather such data from which

strong knowledge claims might ultimately result.
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Appendix A

Pilot Study Instrument

l. Struc;g&g

initiate

Crder

Assign
1i. Develop

Inform

Explain

Summarize

Check

Reinforce

i1, Administer

Manipulate

Manage Materiel

iV. Reguiate

Set Standard

Restrict

Set tne context and focus of subsequent
subject matter and/or process.

Introduce and launch an activity, task
or area for study.

Arrange elements of subjert matter and/or
process in a systematic manner.

Designate required activity.

Elaborate and extend within an =2stcbljshed
structure.

State facts, ideas. concepts, etc.

Show relationship between ideas, objects
principies etc.

Restate principal points in brief form.

Elicit information concerning involvement
or understanding

Confirm or sustain an idea, approach, or
method through reiteration.

Execute tasks of classroom routine and
procedure,

Arrange elements of the physicai environment,

Provide or coordinate use of media, supplies,
or materials.

Establ ish and maintain interpersona e T

relations.

impose or guide development of standards
of behavior.

Express confidence, commendation, or empathy.

Reprimand, threaten, punish, etc.
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Pilot Study Coding instructions

Before official coding begins all observers should complete the

-

situation information on each sheet and make the necessary preparations

w

suggested for each type of obsefvation.

t

|

|

A series of four different types of observations will be made.

Three of the series will be conducted under set times of 5, 10, and 15

s

seconds respectively, Having synchronized their initial observation,
the observers will code the behavior of the teacher at the set time
interval. Synchrenization will Le maintained by refarence to the same
time-piece.

fORM A: At each 5, 10, or 15~second interval the obsarved be-
navior of that moment will be coded by plscing & check mark (\j) in the

appropriate slot o7 stots, if Form A is used.

.-~ 7" The source dimension (Originate or Respond) neecs only to be

e GR S U8 s

checked when there is a change in source. The sign dimension must be
checked at each time interval. In some cases two signe may be checked
at a time. The function, or functions, of the sign should be checked
in the same manner. However, a sign may be noted without determinable

function. In such a case, use a zero (0) in the appropriate sign-time

column,

Each page wili be used for five minutes only. At the end of
the five minutes turn to the next sheet and continue the samz prncedure,
When observing at short intervals, it is necessary that a!! observers
maintain the same rhythm of observation; therefore, prior to beginning

observationr, mark every sixth, or third column, with a red line for
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the 5= and 10-second observations respectively ard every fourth 1ine
for the 15-second observations. Thus, the observer shculd be able tn
correct any deviation from the rhythm every 30 seconds for the 5- and
J-second observations and every minuts for the i5-second c.3e: vations
by reference to the second hand of the master clock.

Since a given sign or function of behavior may extend for
varying lengths of time, the shorter time interval: between cuded
observations may have repetitions of checks in the same categories.

FORM B: When using Form B, at each time interval (5, 10, 15
seconds) place the appropriate number on the grid which is provided as
a racording sheet. Sefection of the proper sign dimension on the left
and the prcper function across the top will provide the intersection

block in which the number of the time interval should be placed. Be-

L8]

ror a five-minute observation at five-second intervals, the numbers

! through 45 shovld be used. For a five-minuv2 observatior at ten-

second intervals the numbers 1 through 30 should be used. These numbers

shouid be placed vertically, beginning in tha upper left-hand corner of
the box made by the intersection of the csiumns and lines of the grid.

A separate page will be used for each five-minute observation.

(Be sure pages are numbered consecutively before beginning observation. )

The interval number should begin with cne (1) on each new page, i.e.,
with the beginning of each five-ninute observation unit.

When more than one sign and/or function occurs at the same time
intarval | the same number is used for that interval and nlaced in the
appropriate function and sign categories. If a sign occurs without

observable function, the number is written with a slash (/) throuch it

inning with one (), each time interval should be numberad consecutively.
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undet the proper siyn category without concern for the function. Thus,

S*lerce-Initiate grid with a # means siience without observable function
just as Silence-Opiie B means silence. The function column has no sig-

nificance if a slash is placed through the number. In case of an error

in coding, blacken out the number.

¢

When the scurc:: dimension changes, it éhould be noted by drawing
a circle (0) around the number if it is Teacher Originate encounter and
underlining {_) if it is Teacher Respond behavior to a student or outside
stimulant, Thue, Speak=-initiate grid with a (jg} {six circled) means the
teacher initiated something by speaking, and it appears the teacher
served as the source of the behavior at the sixcth time ‘nterval. A6
(six underlined) in the same space would mean the behavior was in response
to some discernible aspect of the classroom setting.

The fourth type observation has no set time at which aehavior is
coded, |Instead, the observer concentrates on the functions and behaviors,
and codes all that he observes in the order it occurs by placing numbers
consecutively in the proper boxes formed by the grid. In this cCase,
the numbers stand for consecutive occurences rather than consecutive
time intervals. There is no nesd to code the duration of a hehavior,
only the sequence 6? behavior. Form B should be used for coding this
type observation. The instructions given for Form B time~-interval type
observation should be foliowed, also. The same system of coding fur
Teacher Originate, (circling number), Teacher Respond { underlining

numBér), and sign dimension only (slash through number) and error in

coding (blacken out error) should be used.
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i Appendix D
Validaticn Study Instrument
; Function Dimensions
; ﬁl l. Structure - Set the context and focus of subsequent
’ - subject matter and/or process.
; ii initiate = Introduce and launch an activity, task,
| or arza for study.
|
i Order - Arrange elements of subject matter and/or

A process.in a systematic manner,

Assign - Designate required activity.
| 11. Develgp - Elaborave and extend within an established

structure,

=
[ ]
‘m

"

(2 4

[ ]

Conduct a quiz or examination-~diciate
guestions, suppiy answers, without ex-

’ planation,
N Elicit - Solicit a verbal response that states
facts. ideas, concepts, efc,

Checi =~ Request information concerning understanding.

State facts, ideas, concepts, etc.

3
A}
o]
-3
3
[}

Explain - Show relationship between ideas, objects,

| g | principles, atc,

i ?ﬁ Summarize - Restate principal points in brief form,

i M—

N Reinforce - Confirm or sustain an idea, approach, or

@ method through reiteration.

i ’ Scimulate - Foster student involvement and participation,
|

l it1. Evaluate . - Ascertain the relevance or correctness of

subject matter and/or process.

Appraise - Verify by appeal %o external evidence or
& authority.
[ Goins = Jufge v ine wasiz of pereonal values and

|

{

R

| bel iefs.

‘ ig Stersotyps - React without stated reference to criteria.
' il
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Adminjister

Manipulate

Regulate

Set Standard

Support
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Moni tor-Self
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gxecute tasks of classroom routine and
procedure.

Arrange elements of the classroom en-
vironment, personal and physical.

DrAauvida ar sraavdliocadsa v Af madl o
1 ¢ WY M WS WV VI HILT WOw VI INSW I O,
supplies, or materials.

Moni tor classrocom during group activity,
testing, student teaciher performance, etc,

Establish and maintain interpersonal re-
lations,

Impose or gquide de 'eicpment or standards
of behavior.

Express confidence, commendation, or
empathy.

Reprimand, threaten, punish, etc.
Ascertain student inveivement.
Provide personal help; does for.

Recegnize and interpret teacher's behavior.
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Appendix E

Val idation Study Coding instructions

L
il

~ L - - . £ . - s * . 5 r _ L ~
1 uas>is O I EXpRIriences wWwitn Tne 1ormws vor

rr
a

coding and the coding instructions developed for the field study of
the first instrument at the University of Arizona the originai in-
structions were revised and the system of coding modified. The coding
instructions used in the validation study follow.

Coding Instructions

Before official coding begins all observers should complete the
situation information on each sheet and make the necessary preparations
suggested for each type nbservation. If the information is not avail-
able before preyiewing the filme, [t should be ootained during the
preview. Particular care should be taken to maintain the proper
sequence in coding sheets.

A series of three different types of ohservation will be made
for coding purposes. The coding teams may preview any part or all of
thg film prior to coding. The preview provides opportunity to ''get a
fecl" for the kind of teaching to be categorized, orients the observer

Q

— o~ c.
erts the cbserver te any specific

with respect to the topic, and 2
problems of observation, i.e., poor scund reproduction, discontinuous
reproduction of classroom activity, complexity of teacher bechavior, etc.

Two of the series of observations will be conducted undei set
times of 15 and 10 seconds éespectiveiy. Synchronization of observation
intervals will be maintained by use of a tape-recorded anncuncement of
the time period rrepared for this purpose. The inivial frame of the

kinescope following the introauctcry credits will be used as the

starting point and the behavior will be coded according to what is

occukring at the set time interval.
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2. '

Two forms will be used, Form A and Form B. Form A is produced 77

in two co’~rs for convenience in handling the data after coding. Both g' i

the yellow and blue sheets have identical data. The yel low sheet will S
be used for 15-second intervals and thus cover a seven and one-half I' 5ff

] minute time period while the blue sheets will be used for 10-second

= intervals and extend over a five-minute pericd only.
Form A: At each 10- or 15-second interval the observed behavior ' ‘;}

of that moment will be coded by placing a check mark {y/) in the appro- =

-
»
AT

priate siot or slots. The source dimension (Originate or Respond) needs
only to be checked when there is a change in source. After the observa-
tion is completed ali frames may be checked. The sign dimension must

be checked at each time interval. {In some cases two signs may be checked

at a time. The function or functions, of the sign should be checked in

o,
05’11‘5 'y ras
] §a FARTEY
1 .;/
s
> W‘ ‘.. *

the samz manner. However, a sign may be noted without determinable

function. In such a case, use a zero (0) in the appropriate sign-time

N
T
» N
S a6 6%
/»q
i
27

column. &
= :’):
AN Each sheet will accommodate only thirty time-intervals. At the i' >
FN ’
%% end of one sheet continue on to the next sheet with the same procedure ifq
it
N until the end of the kinescope. Occasionally, a check should be made of & j
i the number of the time zolumn to be certain that synch}onization is being ii %
%% maintained with the taped numbers. A
ffi Since a given sign or function of behavior may extend over il %?
Qi varying lenzths of time, the shorter the time~interval between coded %%
" observations the greater the possibility of repetition of checks within gi 2
- 8

the same categories on continguous time columns.

;. )
sx3

e Care must be exercised when coding behavior to categorize

functions according to gross categories before selecting the particular

= |
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type of behavior within the larger category. For example, if & behavior
which satisfies the definifion of eliciting behavior is noted, care must FE
be exercised to determine that the function of the behavior is develop- ;;:
mental rather than structural, regulative, etc. If it is structural, it i;f
'i must be categorized under that broad rubric rather than the superficially ‘?j
©bvious eliciting function which is limited by definition to the larger .:».\;_
. division of activity, develop. ' {E;
Form 3: This form consists of a grid formed by the intersection ti

of the function categories and the sign categories. It is used in un-

]
£

timed observations when al!l teacher behavior is being categorized in

order of its occurrence. The observer concentrates on the functions and >:
behgviors, and codes all that he observes ih the order in which it occurs .
by placing numbers consecutively in the proper boxes formed by the grid. Ep

In this case the numbers stand for consecutive occurrences .ather than s

¥ Z P 4
(£ L0 REENR YA
Voo ) . g [
-

consecutive time~intervals. There is no need to ccde the duration of a

4 . - . . . ATS

. gg behavior, only the sequence of behavior. Each change of function and/or y“
kij Sign is categorized by a different number in order of appearance. Each Ly
e{? k2 sheet should begin with the number | and continue until a particular grid Ve

is filled with numbers or until the number 60 or 70 is reached. Ex-
perience has shown that it is much easier to use numbers smaller than

sixty. The appropriate number (in sequence) is placed in the inter- Ty

A
has I
€ &ED

o secting block provided by the intersection of. the perpendicul ar s

\ functional column and the horizcnal sign column. ' ;‘
When more than one sign and/or function occurs at the same time,

the same number is used for the compound occurrence and placed in the

appropriate function and sign categories. |If a sign occurs without ob-

. 3
= h
- N
&
R
N

K2 servable function, the number is written with a slash (/) through it
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under the proper sign category without concern for tihe function.
Thus Silence-initiate grid with an 8 means silence without observable
function just as Silence-Elicit § means silence. The function column
has no significance if a slash is placed through the number. 1In case
of an error in coding, blacken out the number.

When the source dimension changes, it should be noted by draw-
ing a circle (0) around the number if it is Teacher Originate encounter
and underiining (_) if it is Teacher Respond behavior to a student or

outside stimulant. Thus, Speak-initiate grid with a (E) (six circled)

means the teacher initizted something by speaking and it appears the

teacher served as the source of the behavior at the sixth time interval.

A 6 (six underlined) in the same space would mean the behavior was in
response to some discernible aspect of the classroom setting.

Because this less structured observation (in terms of time) is
more difficult to do, it is suggested that the first observation be for
15 seconds, followed by the 10-second observations and finally the

untimed observations.
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Adequacy estimates for the Function Dimension at =
10-Second Ubservations Using Kinescopes. =

Total Instances of instances of Degree 14
instance’ Substitution Non- of
. of Cateyz. _ Substitution  Adequacy %

Eng.-Gr. 3 128 b 114 8.1

Eng.-Gr. 12 68 32 36 52.9 ﬁi
Reading-Coil. 77 20 57 74.0 f§

e S ¢S OFF

Math.-Gr. 4 136 22 14 83.8 =
Math.-Elem, 115 21 | ol 81.7
Math.-Gr. & 77 19 58 75.3 &

N W R e
D‘N "

Math.-Gr. 9 253 39 214 84.6 =
Math.-Coll. PTh 16 o8 86.0 >
P.E.-Eiem. 135 Ly 99 66.7 .,

77.5 g

Science-Gr. § 173 39 134 Y
Biol.=Gr. 10 105 3 - 102 97.1. -
] Physics-Gr. 12 289 14 225 9k, 1 .

Shoithand-Gr. 11 °;1
Ree} ' - - e - @ - an 6 42 W a» e o

Shorthand-ar.11 N
Reel |1 164 11 i53 93.3 4

Soc.Std.~Elem.* 155 9 146 94,2

G &Ry | (@ 2 oE

Core-Jr.¥igh ‘29 12 17 58.6

Geog.~Gr. 8 11 23 88 79.3 i

s
t:

Soc. Stud.-Gr.9 213 80 133 62.4 i

Soc. Std.-Gr. 12 8L, & o

JER
-
=
N
=
w
o
¥

; ~ ¢

i: . . ‘J;:\
! Spanish~Gr. 3% 208 0 208 100.0 .

y Totals 2654 Lhg 221 83.3 =
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Table 17

Nsts e,

208 K5 Cheaiad

Adequacy estimates Tor the Function Dimension at

.
N
-
.
-

i

ey ey

i

T e————

Eng.-Gr. 3

.Eng.~Gr. 12

Reading=-Coll.
Math.-Gr. 4
Math.-Elem,.
Math.-Gr, 8
Math.-Gr. 9
Math.~Coll,
P.E.~Elem.
Science=~Lr. 5
Biol .~-Gr, 10
Physics=Gr. 12

Shor thand=Gr, 11
Reel |

Shorthand=Gr, 11
Reel |1

Soc. Std.-Elem,*
Core-Jr.High
Geog:~Gr. 8
Soc.Std.=Gr. 9
Scc,Std.=Gr, 12
Spanish-Gr., 3%

Totals

15-8acond Observaticns Using Kinescopes.

Substitution

100
104

150
107
101
Y779

8
27
34
77

99
52

130
73
58

56
90

31

- 75
108

31

96
81

100

s
v
o

AT RSSRPTIE, = 7 P PR el
e (¢ * T
RS S P "‘,‘"f
/ g L
MR ) RN

i
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68.9

86. 2
g3.1
72.1
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64,0
75.7
99.0
78.1
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Table 20
The Frequency and Percent of Agreement and Disagreement
for the Sign Dimension at !0-Seconds Observation
Aareements QEs greements Totals
Omissions Substitutions
Freq. % Freg. % Freq. % Freq. %
Speak 1616 56.2 91 23.5 23 13.4 1730 50.4
Read 58 2.0 2 0.5 20 il.6 80 2.3
Gesture 110 3.8 164 42,3 Ly 27.3 321 9.3
Perform 141 4,9 79 20.4 51 29.7 271 7.9
Write 57 2.0 52 13.3 30 17. 4 i39 4,0
Silence 892 31.1 0 0.0 i 0.6 093 26.1
Total 2874 100.0 388 100.0 172 100.0 3434 100.0
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Table Zi
The Frequency and Percent of Agreement and Disagreement

For the Sign Dimension at l5-=Seconds Observation %
Agreements Disagreementis Totals %
Omi ssions Substitutions -
Frea. % Freq. % Frea. % Freq. ' % é
&
Speck 1128 53.6 62. 21.8 18 13.6 1206 47.9 i
Read 36 1.8 ] A4 16 13.6 57 2.3 !

festure 96 4.7 120 42.3 35 26.5 253 10.0
Perform 105 5.0 68  23.9 W31 214, 6.5 §

Write 52 2.5 33 11.6 20 15.2 105 4.2
Silence 665 32.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 685  27.1 g
Totai 2106 109.0 284 100.0 i32 100.0 2522 i00.0C g
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A Bank Crder Listing oF Composita Scores
Of Adequacy Estimates for
g 10~ and '5-Second Chservaticons
§ Order Film Sequence Lcmposite Scores
E ] Spanish - Grade 3 195.0
‘ 2 Biolcgy - Grade 17 187. 4
% 3 Sociai Studies ~ Elementary 187.2
L ‘.‘Iinorthaﬂz‘id.:‘i - Grads 1} 179.5
g 5 Engiish - Grade 3 177.
g 6 Math - Coilege 173.8
7 Physics - Grade 12 17:.7
% 8 HMath - Grade 9 169.6
S Math - Grade &4 i60.8
g 10 Social Studies - Grade 12 160.1
E 11 Math - Eiementary‘ 155.6
12 English - Colliege 152.&
g 13 Geagraphy - Giade & 152.0
Science - Elementary 149.6
Math - Grade 8 142.0
Ccre - Jr. High 130.7
Socisl Studies - Grade 9 128.4
Paysical Education - Jr. High i2L.7

Enclish - Srade 12 i18.8
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Frequency and Percentage of Intra-Category Substitutions
¥ithin the Function Pimension at 15-Seconds Observations

u’v

o

28 5

pé)

A
L]
o S

R

% of Total % of Totai
Freguency Intra-Sub, Frequency  intra=-Sub.

Structure 11 4.3 33 e.7

Develop 220 86.3 250 73.5

. Evaluate 2 0.8 14 L1

Reguiate 20 7.

<o

2 6.5

as

Totals 255 100.9 340 99.9
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Summarize
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Stimulate

SN 4 B N G N SN W e GER
m
<
o,
=
o]
ot
®

Functional Dimensions

Set the context and focus of supse-
quent subject matier ard/or proccess.

introduce and launch an sctivity, task
or area for study.

Arrange elements of subject matter and/or
process in a systematic manner,

«

Designate required activity.

Elaborate and extend within an estab-
lished structure.

Conduct a gquiz or examsrp\ton~~dlc ate
questions, supply answers, without
explanaticn.

Solicit a verbal responsz that states
facts, ideas, concepts, etc.

Request infurmation concerning under-
standing.

State facts, ideas, concepts, etc.

Show relationship between ideas,
objects, principles, etc.

Restate principal points in wrief form.

Confirm or sustain an idea, approach
or method through reiteration.

Foster student involvemeat and
participation,

Ascertain the relevance or correctness
of subject matter and/or process.

Verify by appeal to external! evidence
or authority,

Judge on the basis of personal values
and beliefs,

React without stated reference tc
criteria.
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iV. Administer

Manipulate

Manage Mareriel

Proccor

V. Regulate

Sex Standard

Support

Restrict
et

Assist

Moni tor-Self
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Reprimand,

cxecute tasks of classroom rcuiine and
procedure.

Arrange clements of the classroom en-
vironment, gersonal and physical.

Provide or cocrdinate uszs of media,
suppiies, or materials.

Monitor classroom during group activity,
resting, student teacher performance,
etc.

Establish and maintain interpersonal
relations.

impose or guizie development of standards
of behavior.

Express confidence, commendation, or
empathy.

threaten, puni-.:, etc.
Ascertain student inveivement.

Provide personal help; does for.

Recognize and interpret tsacher's
behavior.
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